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The Link Between the Career Plateau and Mentoring –  
Addressing the Empirical Gap 
 
Elizabeth Lentz 
 
ABSTRACT 
 
 The purpose of this study was to empirically investigate the relationship between 
career plateauing and mentoring.  First, the relationship between career plateauing and 
work-related attitudes was investigated.  Next, the relationship between mentoring 
experience and work-related attitudes was examined.  Finally, both experience as a 
mentor and mentoring provided were examined as moderators between career plateauing 
and work-related attitudes.  Three hundred and six government employees located in the 
southeastern United States completed surveys (50.08% response rate).  Of those, 110 
reported mentor experience and 196 reported no mentor experience.  In general, results 
provided support for the relationship between job content and hierarchical plateauing and 
negative work-related attitudes.  No support was found for the relationship between job 
tenure and work-related attitudes.  Support was found for the relationship between 
mentoring experience and positive work-related attitudes.  With the exception of 
contextual performance, the relationship between mentoring provided and work-related 
attitudes was not supported.  Little support was found for the interaction between mentor 
experience and plateauing, suggesting that mentoring others may not alleviate the 
negative effects of career plateauing.  Implications and suggestions for future research are 
discussed.
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Chapter One 
Introduction 
 Two of the major streams of research within the career literature include career 
plateauing and mentoring.  For the most part, these topics have been examined 
independently, with minimal consideration given to empirical relationships between the 
two.  Research that has considered the relationship between plateauing and mentoring has 
been from a theoretical perspective or as a suggestion for future research (e.g. 
Appelbaum & Santiago, 1997; Chao, 1990; Elsass & Ralson, 1989; Greenhaus & 
Callanan, 1994; Rotondo & Perrewe, 2000; Slocum, Cron, Hansen, & Rawlings, 1985; 
Sterns & Miklos, 1995).  Although a relationship has been suggested throughout both of 
the research streams, there has been limited direct examination of the constructs in 
relation to each other.    
The purpose of the present research was to investigate the relationship between 
career plateauing and mentoring.  Specifically, mentoring and career plateauing were 
analyzed to determine whether experience as a mentor moderates the relationship 
between career plateauing and work-related outcomes.  In the next sections, the relevant 
plateauing and mentoring literature are reviewed, followed by discussion of the 
theoretical framework supporting the integration of the two.   
The Career Plateau 
Plateauing has received considerable attention within the career literature.  
Traditionally, a plateau has been defined as a point where the likelihood of additional 
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hierarchical promotion is low (Ference, Stoner, & Warren, 1977).  Specifically, two 
sources were identified and used to categorize plateaued individuals as either 
organizationally plateaued or personally plateaued.  An organizationally plateaued 
worker describes an employee who has the ability to perform effectively in a higher-level 
position, but a lack of job openings may prevent his/her promotion (Ference et al., 1977).  
This type of plateau is a function of the pyramid-like structure of organizations.  That is, 
career plateauing results because the number of available positions decreases as one 
advances hierarchically in the organization.  In contrast, a personally plateaued worker is 
viewed by the organization as either lacking the ability or the desire to move into a 
higher-level position.  A lack of technical skill, career skill, or sufficient desire for a 
higher-level position may contribute to an individual’s lack of promotional opportunity 
(Ference et al., 1977).   
  Plateauing research was expanded to consider plateauing from more than a 
hierarchical or promotional perspective.  Focusing on the multidimensionality of the 
construct, Bardwick (1986) extended the definition to include hierarchical, job content, 
and life plateauing.  Hierarchical (structural) plateauing results when an individual’s 
vertical movement within an organization declines.  Job content plateauing refers to the 
lack of challenge, decrease in responsibilities, and overall staleness of the job itself.  Life 
plateauing describes an individual’s feelings of being trapped or stuck in their roles 
outside of work (Allen, Russell, Poteet, & Dobbins, 1999; Bardwick, 1986).  In terms of 
organizations, managers not only need to be concerned with the promotional 
opportunities available, but also the overall sense of enrichment employees are receiving 
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from their job.  Feldman and Weitz (1988) revised the career plateau definition to 
consider an individual plateaued if “his or her likelihood of receiving further assignments 
of increased responsibility is low” (p. 70).  In addition, a six-factor taxonomy of 
individual, job, and organizational sources of plateauing was presented.  On an individual 
level, deficiencies in individual skills and abilities or a particular configuration of needs 
and values may contribute to poor performance and job attitudes.  Focusing on the job 
perspective, a job that lacks intrinsic motivation or extrinsic rewards may result in 
minimal or poor job performance and job attitudes.  Finally, at the organizational level, 
stress and burnout, as well as slow organizational growth may contribute to negative 
effects on job performance and job attitudes (Feldman & Weitz, 1988).   
Researchers have found significant differences in outcomes when comparing 
plateaued and non-plateaued employees.  Near (1985) surveyed 199 managers from 
diverse occupations, such as public administration, bank officers, and retail managers, 
and found significant differences in terms of absenteeism and relationships with 
supervisors.  Managers who were hierarchically plateaued were absent more frequently 
from work and tended to rate their supervisors less favorably than did their non-plateaued 
counterparts (Near, 1985).  Additional research looked at reports of career plateau among 
police officers.  Burke (1989) found that plateaued police officers reported less job 
satisfaction, greater psychological burnout, less commitment, and higher intentions of 
turnover.  Moreover, Stout, Slocum, and Cron (1988) examined the work related attitudes 
of salespeople across a longitudinal study.  Across a three year time period, individuals 
who were plateaued from the start of the study reported less commitment to their 
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organization and a greater propensity to leave the organization than did nonplateaued 
salespeople.  Individuals who became plateaued during the course of the study reported 
being less marketable to other companies than did nonplateaued salespeople.  Finally, 
those employees who were not plateaued for the duration of the study reported being 
more marketable, had a greater desire to receive a promotion, and improved their sale’s 
volume for the year than did both groups of plateaued salespeople (Stout et al., 1988).   
More recent research has explored differences across nonplateaued, content 
plateaued, hierarchically plateaued, and both content and hierarchically plateaued 
managers.  Allen, Poteet, and Russell (1998) investigated attitudinal differences in 
plateau categories for 607 state government managers.  Findings indicated that “double” 
plateaued managers (those both job content and hierarchical plateaued) reported less 
favorable job attitudes than did  managers who were either job content or hierarchically 
plateaued, including less job involvement, lower levels of commitment, and lower levels 
of job satisfaction.  With regard to only being hierarchically plateaued or job content 
plateaued, results indicated that managers who were job content plateaued reported less 
favorable job attitudes than did hierarchical plateaued managers.    Specifically job 
content plateaued managers reported lower levels of job satisfaction and greater 
intentions to turnover than did hierarchical plateaued managers (Allen et al., 1998).   
 The plateau literature has also focused on the measurement of career plateaus.  
Initially, age, organizational tenure, job tenure, or frequency of promotion were used to 
measure whether a worker was plateaued.  For example, Near (1985) classified 
participants as plateaued if they did not expect to receive a promotion in the next twenty 
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years.  Burke (1989) categorized participants by tenure, identifying police officers with 
sixteen or more years of experience as career plateaued.  Furthermore, Slocum et al. 
(1985) recognized the lack of substantial evidence establishing when a plateau actually 
occurs and chose to classify salespersons as plateaued if they had not been promoted or 
received a lateral job change in five years or more.  Rather than relying solely on 
objective measures, Chao (1990) suggested the importance of perception in assessing a 
plateau.  Simply stated, it is not sufficient to categorize an employee with tenure in an 
organization or who has not received a recent promotion as plateaued.  Chao was the first 
to introduce the notion of subjective measures stating, “The subjective evaluation of 
future career development is the appropriate focal point because it emphasizes how the 
individual perceives, assesses, and reacts to the present work situation” (Chao, p. 182, 
1990).   
Various research studies have provided support for the utility of subjective 
measures.  Research from 1,755 managers found that perceptions of plateau were 
negatively related to intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction, career planning, and 
organizational identification and contributed unique variance beyond job tenure (Chao, 
1990).  Another study found that subjective plateau measures were able to explain 12% 
of variance in job attitudes, compared to only 1% explained by objective measures 
(Tremblay, Roger, & Toulouse, 1995).  
Chao (1990) also pointed out the need to treat plateauing along a continuum.    
Instead of viewing a career plateau as a dichotomous variable, categorizing an individual 
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as either plateaued or nonplateaued, plateauing should be assessed in terms of degree or 
magnitude.   
Despite the considerable extant research investigating plateauing, few studies 
have examined the construct as Chao (1990) suggests.  The present study will contribute 
to the plateauing literature by examining work-related attitudes in relation to the career 
plateau, which will be measured from both a subjective and objective perspective as a 
continuous variable. 
Mentoring 
 The mentoring relationship can be defined as an interpersonal experience between 
a junior and a senior employee, in which the senior employee (mentor) supports, guides, 
and orients the junior employee (protégé) to the various tasks, functions, and culture 
within the organization (Kram, 1985).  Since Kram’s  (1985) seminal research on 
mentoring in organizational settings, mentoring has been a popular topic within the 
careers literature.  Research has focused on phases, function, type, outcomes, and dyadic 
composition of those involved in a mentoring relationship (e.g. Allen, Day, & Lentz, 
2000; Chao, Walz, & Gardner, 1992; Dreher & Ash, 1990; Kram, 1983; Noe, 1988;).  For 
the present study, the scope of the review is limited to mentoring phases, mentoring 
provided, and outcomes. 
Mentoring Phases 
Mentoring can be further described as a developmental relationship with unique 
phases and functions.   Based on interviews from younger and older managers involved 
in developmental relationships, Kram (1983) proposed four phases to describe the 
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individual experiences and interactions between a senior manager (mentor) and a younger 
manager (protégé):  initiation, cultivation, separation, and redefinition.   
The initiation phase has been used to describe the initial interactions during the 
first 6 to 12 months of the relationship.  The senior manager is often admired and viewed 
as competent and capable of supporting the younger manager.  On the other hand, the 
younger manager is perceived by the senior manager as someone with great potential that 
would benefit from his/her coaching and expertise.  These initial interactions and 
expectancies lay the foundation for the path, direction, and involvement each member 
will have.  The next 2 to 5 years have been described as the cultivation phase.  During 
this period, the relationship continues to grow, as the initial expectancies become reality. 
The senior manager may feel a sense of “empowerment” from supporting the younger 
manager by assigning challenging tasks or serving as a role model.  The younger 
manager is often gaining a sense of competence and self-confidence from the senior 
manager.  For some, this is a positive experience, with each member benefiting from both 
personal and organizational rewards.  Yet for others, unfulfilled developmental needs 
may lead to reports of a dysfunctional relationship or a negative mentoring relationship 
(Eby, McManus, Simon, & Russell, 2000).  Both the positive and negative relationships 
will eventually enter the separation phase.  For various reasons, such as organizational 
restructuring or individual psychological changes, the protégé will become more 
independent and the mentor will take a less active role.  Eventually, both members will 
conclude the developmental relationship is no longer warranted.  The younger manager, 
who may now have similar organizational status, may continue to feel gratitude and 
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appreciation for the senior manager.  For the senior manager, the younger manager’s 
success may be viewed as proof of his or her own effectiveness and competence.  Often, 
the relationship will transform into a friendship.  New boundaries are set and one 
another’s role is redefined to mark the beginning of the redefinition phase (Kram, 1983). 
Mentor Functions 
Kram’s phase model explores how a mentorship forms and later dissipates, paying 
special attention to a mentor’s function and role within the dynamics of the relationship.  
Specifically, Kram noted that mentoring functions are most prevalent within the 
cultivation phase and can be described and categorized as career-related and 
psychosocial.   
Career-related mentoring focuses on the advancement of the protégé, including 
sponsorship, exposure, coaching, protection, and providing challenging assignments.  
Psychosocial mentoring focuses on instilling a sense of competence and identity in the 
protégé and include role modeling, acceptance, and friendship (Kram, 1983).   
Protégé Perspective 
Although Kram (1985) noted that both members of a mentorship accrue 
developmental rewards, the majority of mentoring literature has focused on perceived 
benefits and outcomes for the protégé.  Chao (1997) conducted a longitudinal study 
across a five-year time span.  Individuals who reported not having (had) a mentor 
(N=93), protégés in current mentorships (N=82), and protégés who had former mentor 
relationships (N=69) participated and were surveyed after 1 year, 3 years, and 5 years.  
These three groups were compared on career outcomes (career planning and career 
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involvement), organizational socialization (performance, people, goals/values, politics, 
and history), job satisfaction, and income.  Examination of mean differences across 
groups shows that protégés reported more favorable outcomes than non-protégés.  
Moreover, significant long-term differences were found for career planning, career 
involvement, socialization goals/values, socialization politics, socialization history, job 
satisfaction, and income for the mentored compared to the non-mentored group (Chao, 
1997).   
Other studies have investigated outcomes in relation to the degree of mentoring 
received.  Dreher and Ash (1990) examined the correlations between mentoring 
experiences and outcome variables of 320 business graduates.  Results indicated that 
individuals who reported more mentoring experiences reported receiving more 
promotions, higher incomes, and more satisfaction with their pay and benefits in 
comparison to individuals reporting less mentoring experiences.  Another study by 
Scandura (1992) found a relationship between vocational and psychosocial mentoring 
and salary level and the number of promotions received throughout the careers of 244 
randomly sampled manufacturing managers.  Later work by Koberg, Boss, and Goodman 
(1998) focused on outcomes associated with psychosocial mentoring functions among 
health-care professionals.  The results revealed that psychosocial mentoring was related 
to increased levels of job involvement and self-esteem at work, as well as decreased 
levels of intentions to leave the organization.   
Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz, and Lima (2004) recently synthesized the existing 
mentoring literature concerning the outcomes and benefits associated with being a 
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protégé.  The authors used meta-analysis to examine protégé benefits in terms of 
objective and subjective career outcomes.  Objective career outcomes included 
compensation and promotion.  Subjective career outcomes included career satisfaction, 
expectations for advancement, career commitment, job satisfaction, satisfaction with 
mentor, and intentions to stay with the organization.  A comparison of mentored versus 
non-mentored individuals indicated that protégés reported higher compensation, more 
promotions, higher levels of career satisfaction, greater expectations for advancement, 
more commitment to their career, and higher levels of job satisfaction.  However, there 
was no difference between mentors and non-mentors with regard to intentions to turnover 
(Allen et al., 2004).   
Mentor Perspective 
Thus far, the empirical research primarily has focused on protégé benefits.  
However, current research has begun to focus on the mentor, suggesting that mentors also 
derive benefits from mentoring relationships.  With this in mind, researchers have begun 
to examine the qualities that contribute to being a good mentor and the perceived benefits 
associated with being a mentor.  Allen, Poteet, and Burroughs (1997) interviewed 27 
supervisors regarding their experiences as a mentor, focusing specifically on the decision 
to become a mentor.  The reasons for becoming a mentor were content analyzed and 
categorized into two dimensions:  other-focused and self-focused.  Examples of other-
focused reasons included comments pertaining to the desire to pass information on to 
others and the desire to build a competent workforce.  Examples of self-focused decisions 
included comments related to gratification of seeing others succeed/grow and a personal 
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desire to work with others.  In addition, the authors identified four higher-order factors of 
positive benefits for mentors, including building support networks, self-satisfaction, and 
self-focused and other-focused job related benefits.  Comments regarding the perceived 
negative consequences of mentoring primarily emphasized extensive time requirements 
involved in mentoring others (Allen et al., 1997).     
Similarly, Ragins and Scandura (1999) explored the anticipated costs and benefits 
of being a mentor, mentoring experiences, and intentions to become a mentor.  
Specifically, the authors utilized existing career and mentoring research to develop a 
measure that focused on the benefits and costs of being a mentor.  Five categories of 
benefits were identified and include rewarding experience, job performance, loyal base of 
support, recognition by others, and generativity.   As part of a separate study, 275 
executives were surveyed and provided responses on the measure.  Findings indicated 
that the anticipated costs and benefits were related to prior mentoring experience.  
Individuals who had experience with mentoring, either as a mentor or as a protégé, 
reported gaining a sense of satisfaction and fulfillment from engaging in a mentor role.  
On the other hand, individuals without mentoring experience expected more costs and 
fewer benefits (i.e., more trouble than worth) associated with becoming a mentor.  These 
results suggest the importance of experience in anticipating mentor outcomes (Ragins & 
Scandura, 1999).     
Two recent studies focused on mentors and outcome variables.  One study 
examined the relationship between objective and subjective career success variables and 
mentoring others.  Allen, Lentz, and Day (2003) surveyed 164 employees from a 
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southeastern healthcare organization.  Results from a hierarchical regression analysis 
indicated that individuals with mentoring experience reported a higher current salary, 
greater rate of promotion, and higher perceptions of career success than those with no 
experience as a mentor.  Interestingly, findings did not suggest that mentoring others was 
related to higher levels of job satisfaction.   Bozionelos (2004) examined the relationship 
between mentor’s perception of career success, mentoring received, and amount of 
mentoring provided among 176 administrators.  Results provided support that individuals 
who reported providing more mentoring reported higher levels of subjective career 
success and received more promotions.   
Overall, although the research on the benefits of being a mentor is not as 
extensive as that on protégé benefits, recent studies do suggest that mentors benefit from 
mentoring relationships.  The present study contributes to this literature by examining the 
extent to which mentoring mitigates the negative effects associated with plateauing. 
Integration of the Mentoring and Career Plateauing Research 
Theoretical support for linking plateauing and mentoring is embedded within the 
career and life stage literature, specifically Levinson’s life cycle theory.  Seasons of a 
Man’s Life (1978) was one of the first attempts to examine adult development as a 
continuous life journey.  Levinson proposed four eras in the male life cycle:  childhood 
and adolescence, early adulthood, middle adulthood, and late adulthood.  Inherent within 
each era is a period of transition or adjustment that signifies the ending of one era and 
beginning of the next.  For the present research, middle adulthood and mid-life transition 
were the focal point. 
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 Mid-life transition, occurring approximately between the ages of 40 and 45, can 
best be described as a period of change and reappraisal.  It is a time with doubt and 
questions about the contributions one has made throughout the first half of the journey of 
life.  Although this may be a positive period for some, it is rather bleak for many others.  
Levinson pays special attention to the concerns of a ‘worker’ during this transition.  “He 
may gain in seniority or in small advantages, but he has almost no prospects for major 
advance or for creative fulfillment in the job” (Levinson, pp. 201).  These characteristics 
parallel the concepts of hierarchical and job content plateauing. 
 In addition, a need arises to pass on a legacy in the form of family, work, or other 
subjectively valued contribution.  It is this legacy that fosters adult development and 
serves the purpose of enrichment and personal fulfillment.  As Levinson suggests, it is a 
time to give up one’s mentor and the role of a protégé, in favor of becoming a mentor 
yourself.  “He is making productive use of his knowledge and skill in middle age.  He is 
learning in ways not otherwise possible” (Levinson, 1978, p. 253).  In sum, mid-life 
transition can mark a career plateau for many individuals, but mentoring can be an 
effective solution and coping mechanism that revitalizes and redirects one’s knowledge 
and focus.   
Rotondo and Perrewe (2000) did expand upon this framework and explore 
mentoring as a coping response to plateauing, suggesting that “mentoring younger 
employees may help plateaued employees to cognitively manipulate the meaning of 
being plateaued” (pp. 2627).  Results indicated that mentoring was associated with higher 
levels of satisfaction, commitment, and performance among plateaued employees.  
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However, the focus of the study was not on this relationship, but rather mentoring as one 
of many coping responses (e.g., expanding job assignments) to plateauing.  Moreover, 
mentoring was measured by one item stating, “I have tried to become a mentor to 
younger employees” that was only answered by employees identified as being plateaued.  
Although these results are supportive of the integration of mentoring and plateauing, an 
expanded investigation that examines the role of mentoring in relation to plateauing and 
work-related outcomes is necessary.   
Study Hypotheses 
 Although career plateauing is somewhat unavoidable, Ference et al. (1977) 
differentiates an individual as either a solid citizen or deadwood by their level of 
performance.  A solid citizen refers to an employee whose promotional opportunities are 
limited, but who still performs at a satisfactory level.  A deadwood employee also has 
minimal opportunity for advancement, but performs at a level below satisfactory.  
Additional research has supported the notion that older workers still have the capacity to 
remain productive and make contributions to the work-place (Elsass & Ralston, 1989; 
Hansson, DeKoekkoek, Neece, & Patterson, 1997; Rotondo & Perrewe, 2000).   
Ettington (1988) categorized a successful career plateau when an employee maintains 
both high levels of satisfaction and effective levels of job performance.  Moreover, Allen 
and Meyer (1996) provided support for the distinction and construct validity of 
organizational commitment, defining commitment as a psychological link between and 
employee and the organization that affects the employee’s willingness to leave 
voluntarily.  Lease (1998) reviewed the literature pertaining to work attitudes and 
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outcomes and identified job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover 
intentions as key constructs in organizational models.  Consistent with previous research, 
job satisfaction, job performance, intent to turnover, and organizational commitment are 
the most appropriate work-related attitude and behavioral measures to explore in relation 
to plateauing and were used in this study.  Therefore the following hypotheses were 
proposed: 
Hypothesis 1a:  Plateauing will be negatively related to job satisfaction, job 
performance, and organizational commitment.   
Hypothesis 1b:  Plateauing will be positively related to intent to turnover. 
 Although the research is somewhat limited, research has begun to focus on the 
mentor from an empirical perspective.  Specifically, recent studies have found support for 
both subjective and objective measures of career success (Allen et al, 2003; Bozionelos, 
2004).  It was predicted that the benefits of being a mentor would also be related 
positively to work attitudes and behaviors.  Mentoring experience can be assessed in two 
ways.  First, mentors and non-mentors can be compared in relation to outcome measures.  
Second, the amount of career-related and psychosocial mentoring provided by mentors 
can be correlated with organizational outcomes.  For the present study, both types of 
mentoring experience were investigated and the following hypotheses were proposed: 
Hypothesis 2a:  Mentors will report greater job satisfaction, higher levels of job 
performance, and more organizational commitment than will non-mentors. 
Hypothesis 2b:  Mentors will report lower intentions to turnover than will non-
mentors. 
Hypothesis 3a:  Career-related and psychosocial support provided by the mentor 
will positively relate to job satisfaction, job performance, and organizational 
commitment. 
Hypothesis 3b:  Career-related and psychosocial support provided by the mentor 
will negatively relate to intentions to turnover. 
Based upon research examining mentoring as a positive response to plateauing 
and Levinson’s life cycle theory, I expected to provide support for a moderator 
relationship when both constructs were examined.  Specifically, I predicted that being a 
mentor would moderate the relationship between plateauing and work-related attitudes.  
Also, career-related and psychosocial mentoring provided by mentors would moderate 
the relationship between plateauing and work-related attitudes.  A model for the proposed 
relationships is provided in Figure 1.   
 
Figure 1.  Proposed moderator relationships 
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In addition, it is important to examine the nature of the moderator effects  (Podsakoff, 
MacKenzie, Ahearne, & Bommer, 1995).  It was proposed that career plateauing would 
be significantly related to work outcomes.  When comparing mentors and non-mentors, it 
was expected that these relationships would only be significant at one level of the 
moderator. The specific moderating effects in relation to job satisfaction, job 
performance, and organizational commitment are illustrated in Figure 2.  The specific 
moderating effects in relation to intent to turnover are illustrated in Figure 3.  Podsakoff 
et al. (1995) suggest that the nature of this type of interaction could imply that employees 
should engage in mentoring relationships, regardless of plateauing, because participating 
in mentoring will never hurt an employee but not mentoring may be harmful.   
 
Figure 2.   Predicted moderating effects of being a mentor for job satisfaction, 
                 job performance, and organizational commitment  
 
   High 
                                                                Non-mentor 
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Figure 3.   Predicted moderating effects of being a mentor for intent to turnover  
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When comparing the levels of career-related and psychosocial mentoring 
provided by mentors, it was expected that these relationships would be significant at both 
levels of the moderator.  Lower levels of mentoring functions provided were expected to 
be associated with a stronger relationship between plateauing and work-related attitudes 
and behaviors than higher levels of mentoring functions provided when mentors reported 
higher levels of career plateauing.  The relationship was not expected to be as strong 
when mentors reported lower levels of career plateau.  Although the effect may be 
stronger for career-related mentoring, the nature of the effect was anticipated to be 
similar.  The specific moderating effects of mentor functions in relation to job 
satisfaction, job performance, and organizational commitment are illustrated in Figure 4.  
The specific moderating effects of mentor functions in relation to intent to turnover are 
illustrated in Figure 5.  Podsakoff et al. (1995) suggest the nature of this moderating 
effect may imply that the level of mentor functions provided may weaken the negative 
impact for mentors experiencing higher levels of career plateau.  The effect of mentor 
functions provided may not be as strong for lower levels of career plateau. 
 
Figure 4.  Predicted moderating effects of mentor functions for job 
                 satisfaction, job performance, and organizational commitment  
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Figure 5.   Predicted moderating effects of mentor functions for intent to 
                  turnover 
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Therefore, the following hypotheses were proposed: 
Hypothesis 4a:  Mentor experience will moderate the relationship between 
plateauing and work-related outcomes.  The relationship will be significant for 
employees who do not have mentor experience, but will not be significant for 
employees who do have mentor experience. 
Hypothesis 4b:  Career-related mentoring provided by mentors will moderate the 
relationship between plateauing and work-related outcomes.  The relationship will 
be stronger for lower levels of career-related mentoring provided than higher 
levels of career-related mentoring provided, indicating that career-related 
mentoring mitigate the effects of plateauing. 
 Hypothesis 4c:  Psychosocial mentoring provided by mentors will moderate the 
relationship between plateauing and work-related outcomes.  The relationship will 
be stronger for lower levels of psychosocial mentoring provided than higher 
levels of psychosocial mentoring provided, indicating that psychosocial 
mentoring mitigates the effects of plateauing. 
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Chapter Two 
Method 
Participants 
The participants consisted of 306 government employees from three government 
offices in the southeastern United States.  Of the 306 respondents, 110 reported 
experience as a mentor and 196 reported no experience as a mentor.  For the mentor 
sample, 69 mentors were female (64.5%), 98 were Caucasian/White (92.5%), and the 
mean age was 46.82 years (SD=10.61).  The median education level was a two-year 
college degree.  For the non-mentor sample, 156 non-mentors were female (83%), and 
the majority were Caucasian/White (81.9%) with a mean age of 40.86 years (SD=11.76).  
The median education level for the non-mentor sample was some college coursework 
completed.  The entire sample included a vast range of job titles and organizational 
levels.  Example job titles include Engineering Manager, Senior Accounting Clerk, Code 
Officer, Department Director, Planner, and Building Inspector.  The organizational levels 
included Staff, First Line Supervisors, Middle Management, and Senior Management.   
Six hundred and eleven government employees were recruited to participate via 
email using an intra-office global listserve.  Specifically, three government offices from 
two adjacent counties comprised the sample.  In order to protect the anonymity of the 
offices, Office A and Office B will be used to refer to the two government offices located 
in the same county.  Office C will be used to refer to the third government office.   
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Of the 279 employees from Office A, surveys were returned for 211 employees.  
Of those, 23 surveys were excluded because of missing data.  Therefore the final sample 
from Office A included 188 employees (67.38% response rate).   Of the 58 employees 
from Office B, surveys were returned for 51 employees.  Of those, 3 surveys were 
excluded because of missing data.  The final sample from Office B included 48 
employees (82.76% response rate).  Of the 274 employees from Office C, surveys were 
returned for 98 employees.  Of those, 28 surveys were excluded due to missing data.  The 
final sample from Office C included 70 employees (25.55% response rate).  Although the 
response rate for Office C is low, management attributes this to the timing of the survey.  
Specifically, data from Office C was collected during the month of December.  
Management later reported the majority of the sample was not in the office for regularly 
scheduled days during the holiday month due to scheduled vacation and holiday hours.  
The overall response rate for this study was 50.08%.  Participation was voluntary, and all 
individual responses were kept confidential. 
Procedure 
 Online and paper versions of the survey were created to measure the study 
variables.  Data collection began with an information email sent to all participants via a 
global office list-serve.  The information email included information about me and the 
purpose of the study, an assurance of confidentiality, support from members of senior 
management, and specific information regarding timelines to complete.  A template of 
the information email is provided in Appendix I.  In addition, a short Frequently Asked 
Questions (FAQ) document was attached to the email that pertained to important 
23 
questions and answers regarding the study.  A template of the FAQ document is provided 
in Appendix J. 
 Approximately one week following the information email, all participants were 
emailed the link to the online inventory.  Participants were asked to access the website, 
complete the survey, and submit their responses online.   Participants were given 
approximately two weeks to complete the survey.  Again the FAQ document was 
attached to answer additional questions that pertained to the study.  In addition, 
participants were given appropriate contact information to obtain a paper copy of the 
survey if this format was more convenient.  A template of the email containing the online 
link is provided in Appendix K.   
Approximately one week after the survey was distributed, a reminder email was 
sent to all participants.  A template for the reminder email is available in Appendix L.   
The online survey was designed to recognize individual computer browser 
systems and allow respondents to exit the survey and return back to the point where they 
left off at their convenience during working hours.  Several employees reported not 
having twenty minutes of interrupted time on their computer to complete the survey and 
requested a paper version.  Overall, the final sample consisted of data from 47 paper 
surveys and 259 online surveys.   
Measures 
Career Plateau.  Career plateau was measured as a continuous multidimensional 
construct both subjectively and objectively.  Specifically, job content, hierarchical, and 
tenure forms of plateauing were measured.   
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Six items from Milliman (1992) were used to examine job content plateauing.  A 
sample item includes, “I have an opportunity to learn and grow a lot in my current job.”  
Responses were scored on a five-point scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to 
“Strongly Agree.”  Responses were scored such that higher scores indicated higher levels 
of job content plateauing.  Milliman (1992) reported an internal consistency of 0.87.  In 
the present study, the coefficient alpha for the job content plateau scale was 0.81.  Six 
items from Milliman (1992) were used to measure hierarchical plateauing.  A sample 
item includes, “I expect to advance to a higher level in my company in the near future.”  
Responses were scored on a five-point scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to 
“Strongly Agree.”  Responses were scored such that higher scores indicated higher levels 
of hierarchical plateauing.  Milliman (1992) reported an internal consistency estimate of 
0.90.  The coefficient alpha for the hierarchical scale in the present study was 0.89.  
Tenure was measured by one item inquiring about job tenure:  “How long have you 
worked in your current job title”.  Participants were asked to indicate the duration in both 
years and months.  This variable was computed in months for subsequent analysis unless 
otherwise noted.  Allen, Russell, Poteet, and Dobbins (1999) provided evidence to 
support the distinction between hierarchical and job content plateauing and the reliability 
of the measures.  Although both types of plateauing related to support from top 
management, career planning, job involvement, and education level, low correlations and 
factor analytic results supported two separate constructs (Allen et al., 1999).  All items 
are available in Appendix A. 
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Mentor Experience.  Based on Allen (2003), the following question was used to 
screen for mentoring experience:  “Is there an individual in the organization who you 
have taken personal interest in; who you have guided, sponsored, or otherwise had a 
positive and significant influence on their professional career development?  In other 
words, have you ever been a mentor?”  Following the mentoring definition, the 
participant was asked to indicate ‘yes’ or ‘no’.  Mentor experience was coded as ‘no’ = 0  
(non-mentor) and ‘yes’ = 1 (mentor).  If respondents answered yes, they were asked two 
additional questions requesting more specific information about the mentoring experience 
(“How many mentoring relationships have you had” and “What were the dates of each 
relationship”).   If respondents answered ‘no’ regarding their mentoring experience, they 
were directed to the next section of the survey.   
 Mentoring Provided.  Career and psychosocial mentoring were assessed by a 
modified version of Noe’s (1988) mentoring measure.  The items were modified in order 
to reflect the mentor’s perspective.  Participants who indicated having experience as a 
mentor were instructed to respond to these items based upon their current or most recent 
mentoring relationship.  Those who did not indicate mentoring experience skipped this 
portion of the survey.   
Seven items were used to assess career-related mentoring.  A sample item is “As a 
mentor, I encourage my protégé to prepare for advancement.”  Coefficient alpha was 
0.73.  Fourteen items were used to assess psychosocial mentoring.  A sample item is “As 
a mentor, I have shared personal experiences as an alternative perspective to my 
protégé’s problems.”  Coefficient alpha was 0.85.  A five-point Likert scale was used 
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with responses that ranged from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.”  Higher scores 
indicated more mentoring provided.  Noe (1988) reported internal consistency estimates 
of .89 and .92 for career and psychosocial mentoring respectively.  However, these 
estimates are based upon the protégé perspective of mentoring received.  Allen (2003) 
used an adapted version of the scale to reflect the mentor perspective, obtaining internal 
consistency estimates of .76 and .84 for career and psychosocial mentoring provided 
respectively.  Items are available in Appendix C. 
   Job Satisfaction.  Job satisfaction was measured by three items from the Michigan 
Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1979).  
A sample item is “In general, I like working here.”  A five-point scale was used with 
responses that ranged from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.”  Coefficient alpha 
was 0.82.  Higher scores indicated higher job satisfaction.  Items are available in 
Appendix D. 
 Job Performance.  Previous research has provided evidence that job performance 
can be partitioned into task and contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; 
Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994).  Therefore both aspects of performance were included 
in the present research.  Task performance was measured with seven items from Williams 
and Anderson’s (1991) in-role behavior scale.  These items were intended to assess 
behaviors that are recognized by an organization’s formal reward system and capture the 
performance requirements of a general job description.  The original items were modified 
for this study in order to allow ratings by the employee rather than a supervisor or 
manager.  The participants were instructed to think about their performance on average 
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and indicate how often he/she effectively performs specific job behaviors.  A sample item 
includes, “Perform tasks that are expected of me.”    Responses ranged from “Never” to 
“Very Often.”  Coefficient alpha for task performance was 0.70.  Higher scores indicated 
better task performance.   
Contextual performance was measured with twelve items based on Coleman and 
Borman’s (2000) taxonomy of citizenship performance dimensions.  The dimensions 
include interpersonal citizenship performance, organizational citizenship performance, 
and job/task conscientiousness.   Interpersonal citizenship performance includes 
behaviors that assist, support, or develop organizational members beyond formal 
expectations.  A sample item is “Assist co-workers with their personal matters.”  
Organizational citizenship performance includes behaviors that demonstrate commitment 
and loyalty to the organization.  A sample item is “Promote and defend the organization 
to others.”  Job/task conscientiousness performance describes behaviors that go beyond 
role requirements by exhibiting persistence and the desire to maximize one’s own job 
performance.  A sample item is “Persist with enthusiasm when completing my work.”  
Again, respondents were instructed to think about their performance on average and 
indicate how often he/she engaged in the listed behaviors.  Responses ranged from 
“Never” to “Very Often.”  Higher scores indicated higher ratings of contextual 
performance.  The coefficient alpha for contextual performance was 0.79.  All task and 
contextual performance items are available in Appendix E. 
Organizational Commitment.  Organizational commitment was measured with 
Allen and Meyer’s (1990) affective commitment scale.  The scale consists of eight items 
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that were scored on a five-point scale that ranged from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly 
Agree.”    A sample item is “I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own.”  
Coefficient alpha was 0.85.  Higher scores indicated higher levels of organizational 
commitment.  All items are available in Appendix F. 
Intent to Turnover.  Four items were developed for this study to measure 
intentions to leave the organization.  Responses were scored on a five-point scale that 
ranged from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.”  A sample item includes, “I am 
currently looking for another organization to work for.”  Coefficient alpha was 0.88.  
Higher scores indicated higher intentions to leave the organization.  All items are 
available in Appendix G.  
 Demographic Variables.  In addition to the study variables, participants were also 
asked to respond to demographic items.  These items included information regarding age, 
gender, ethnicity, education level, and employment status.  All demographic items are 
available in Appendix H. 
 Control Variables.  Previous research has presented evidence that gender and race 
impact the mentoring relationship (e.g., Burke & McKeen, 1997; Ragins & Cotton, 
1999).  In addition, previous research has provided mixed support that an individual’s age 
may also increase the likelihood of reaching a plateau (e.g., Slocum et al., 1985; Stout et 
al., 1988).   Therefore, gender, race, and age were considered as potential control 
variables.  Gender was coded as male = 1 and female = 2, race was coded as 1 = 
nonminority and 2 = minority, and age was coded in years. 
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Chapter Three 
Results 
Preliminary Analyses 
 The data was screened prior to hypothesis testing to determine whether any 
assumptions of data had been violated.   The first assumption of independence is 
analyzed by focusing on the design of the study.  This design does not provide evidence 
that this assumption has been violated because the participants’ responses were 
independent of one another.  The second assumption of normality concerns the 
distribution and skew of the data.  To test this, boxplots were created and examined for 
each dependent variable.  The boxplots did indicate the data was skewed due to the 
presence of outliers.  Specifically, there was a slight negative skew for the distribution of 
scores for job satisfaction, performance, and organizational commitment.  The skew was 
positive for turnover intentions.  A re-examination of the individual data scores did not 
suggest that any of these outliers were unusual.  The dependent variables were measured 
on fixed scale formats (e.g., 5 point scale) and the responses did not suggest any extreme 
scores that were impossible or erroneous.  Based upon this evidence, subsequent analyses 
include the complete response sets.  Finally, the assumption of homogeneity was 
assessed.  A Box’s M test was used to determine if the population covariance matrices for 
the dependent variables were equal.  This assumption is important because it provides 
evidence as to whether the data from the different sources should be pooled into one 
dataset based upon the variance for each dependent variable within each group.  
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Specifically, the data was examined with regard to three group differences.  First, the data 
was derived from government offices within two different counties.  Second, within those 
two counties, the data was obtained from participants within three different offices.  
Lastly, data was obtained from both online and paper versions of the survey.  In order to 
determine if it is appropriate to pool the data into one dataset, three separate Box’s M 
tests were performed to assess if variation between each of the variables were the same 
for the different groups.  For differences between the two counties, the results of the test 
indicated the covariance matrices were equal (χ2 = 20.72, p = .15).  This suggests it is 
appropriate to pool the data across the two counties from which the samples were drawn.  
A second test for differences between government offices was significant (χ2 = 109.03,   
p = .000).  This suggests caution should be taken when pooling the covariance matrices 
for further analysis.  Although this is a cause for concern, pragmatic reasoning suggests it 
is still appropriate to pool the data across offices.  The populations appear to be 
homogenous and the former test suggested the grouping variable encompassing the office 
differences was not significant.  From a statistical perspective, Stevens (2002) provides 
evidence that the Box’s M test is extremely sensitive to normality.  Therefore, it may be 
possible that the test is significant because of a lack of normality rather than unequal 
covariance matrices in the population.  The third test for differences between survey type 
were not significant (χ2 = 21.27, p = .13).  Overall, it was determined the third 
assumption was not seriously violated and data obtained from various sources could be 
pooled into one dataset and used in its entirety for subsequent analyses. 
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Hypothesis Testing 
 Descriptive statistics for the study variables are reported in Table 1.  Cronbach’s 
alpha and zero-order correlation coefficients of the study variables are presented in Table 
2.   
Hypotheses 1a predicted a negative relationship between plateauing and job 
satisfaction, job performance, and organizational commitment.  Results indicated that job 
content plateauing was negatively related to job satisfaction (r= -.48, p=.000), contextual 
job performance (r= -.21, p=.000), and organizational commitment (r= -.47, p=.000).  
Hierarchical plateauing was significantly related to job satisfaction (r= -.27, p=.000) and 
to organizational commitment (r= -.26, p=.000), but not significantly related to contextual 
performance (r= -.11, p=.066).  Neither job content nor hierarchical plateau were 
significantly related to task performance (r= -.01 and -.00, respectively).    Job tenure was 
not significantly related to any of the work-related attitudes.  Hypothesis 1b predicted a 
positive relationship between plateauing and intent to turnover.  Job content plateauing 
was positively related to turnover intentions (r= .40, p=.000).  Hierarchical plateauing 
was positively related to turnover intentions (r= .27, p=.000).  Again, job tenure was not 
significantly related to the career attitude.  Therefore, both Hypotheses 1a and 1b 
received partial support. 
Hypothesis 2a predicted that mentors would report greater job satisfaction, higher 
levels of job performance, and more organizational commitment than would non-
mentors.  Results indicated that mentors did report significantly higher levels of job 
satisfaction (r= .14, p=.015), organizational commitment (r= .14, p=.012), and contextual 
32 
job performance (r= .33, p=.000).   However, mentors did not report higher levels of task 
performance than did non-mentors (r= .09, p=.10).  Therefore, Hypothesis 2a received 
partial support.  Hypothesis 2b predicted that mentors would report lower intentions to  
 
Table 1.  Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables   
Variable # of Items
N Mean SD Observed Min 
Observed 
Max 
Age* 1 279 43.06 11.67 18 74 
Gender* 1 295 1.76 .43 - - 
Race* 1 294 1.14 .35 - - 
Job Content Plateau 6 306 2.45 .76 1.00 5.00 
Hierarchical Plateau 6 306 3.59 .91 1.00 5.00 
Job Tenure*,** 1 266 5.74 6.04 .08 29.25 
Mentor Experience* 1 306 0.36 .48 - - 
Career Mentoring 7 110 3.80 .52 2.57 5.00 
Psychosocial Mentoring 14 110 4.02 .44 2.36 4.93 
Job Satisfaction 3 306 4.11 .67 1.33 5.00 
Task Performance 7 306 4.67 .37 3.14 5.00 
Contextual Performance 12 306 4.02 .46 2.83 5.00 
Organizational 
Commitment 8 306 3.47 .74 1.00 5.00 
Intent to Turnover 4 306 1.83 .84 1.00 5.00 
All variables are measured on a 5-point response scale unless otherwise noted 
*5-point response scale not applicable 
**Job Tenure coded in years 
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turnover than non-mentors.  Results indicated a significant negative relationship between 
mentoring experience and turnover intentions (r= -.11, p=.047).  Therefore, Hypothesis 
2b received full support. 
Hypothesis 3a and 3b focused only on individuals who reported experience as a 
mentor.  Hypothesis 3a predicted that career-related and psychosocial mentoring 
provided by the mentors would positively relate to mentor job satisfaction, job 
performance, and organizational commitment.  Career-related mentoring was positively 
related to contextual job performance (r= .22, p=.024), but not significantly related to job 
satisfaction (r= .13, p=.179), task performance (r= .14, p=.134), or organizational 
commitment (r= .02, p=.858).  Psychosocial mentoring was also only significantly related 
to contextual job performance (r= .24, p=.011). Psychosocial mentoring was not 
significantly related to mentor job satisfaction (r= .09, p=.333), task performance (r= .05, 
p=.608), or organizational commitment (r= .12, p=.205).  These results indicate partial 
support for Hypothesis 3a.  Hypothesis 3b predicted career-related and psychosocial 
mentoring would negatively relate to mentor intentions to leave the organization.  Career-
related mentoring was related to turnover intentions, but in the opposite direction 
hypothesized (r= .24, p=.011).  Psychosocial mentoring was not related to turnover 
intentions (r=.14, p=.146).  Therefore, Hypothesis 3b was not supported. 
 Hypotheses 4a-c posited significant interactions between the mentoring and 
plateauing variables.  To test for these moderators, hierarchical multiple regression 
analyses were conducted.  McClelland and Judd (1993) provide evidence for the 
difficulty in detecting moderator effects in field studies.  The research suggests that 
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moderator effects in field studies, contrasted with experimental studies, have lower 
statistical power and a less efficient parameter estimate, in addition to problems with 
measurement error. For these reasons, a more liberal alpha level (p=.10) to test for 
significant interactions was warranted in the present study.  The liberal alpha level seems 
further justified based upon the theoretical support for the proposed interactions, rather 
than mere data mining.  If the interaction variable was significant, the procedures 
recommended by Aiken and West (1991) for plotting interaction effects were employed.  
For the mentor experience moderator, regression equations for both levels of the 
categorical variable were created that included an interaction term.  The interaction in the 
regression equation was formed by multiplying the continuous variable (plateauing) by  
each of dummy variables for the categorical variable (non-mentor = 0 and mentor = 1).            
For the second set of moderator analyses for the mentoring provided variables, regression 
equations for high and low levels of the variable were created that included an interaction 
term.  The interaction in the regression equation was formed by multiplying the 
plateauing variable by the mentoring provided variable.     
Mentor Experience Moderator Analysis 
Hypothesis 4a proposed that mentoring experience would moderate the 
relationship between career plateauing and job satisfaction, job performance, 
organizational commitment, and intentions to turnover.  For each analysis, control 
variables were entered at Step 1.  At Step 2, mentoring experience and one of the three 
plateauing variables (job content, hierarchical, job tenure) was entered.  At Step 3, the 
mentoring experience and plateauing interaction term was entered.  If the interaction was 
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significant, the relationship was graphed with the criterion variable along the y axis and 
the predictor variable along the x axis.  The low scale value for the moderator was 0 and 
the high value was 1, based upon the dummy coding for mentor experience.  The low 
scale value for the predictor was one standard deviation below the scale mean, with the 
high value for the predictor being one standard deviation above the scale mean. 
First, the relationship was tested for job satisfaction.  As shown in Table 3, the 
interaction between mentor experience and job content plateauing for job satisfaction was 
not significant (β = .218, p=.270).  The interaction between mentor experience and 
hierarchical plateauing was not significant (β = .119, p=.605).  Finally, the interaction 
between mentor experience and job tenure was also not significant (β = .033, p=.772).     
Next, the relationship was tested for task performance.    As shown in Table 4, the 
interaction between mentor experience and job content plateauing for task performance 
was not significant (β =  -.098, p=.66).    The results indicated the interaction between 
mentor experience and hierarchical plateauing was also not significant (β = -.049, p=.84).  
Support was found for the interaction between mentor experience and job tenure on task 
performance (β = -.237, p=.036).    A visual plot of the interaction is presented in Figure 
6.  Mentor experience did moderate the relationship between job tenure and task 
performance.  However, the slope of the intercept was the opposite to that predicted for 
both groups.  Contrary to prediction, there was no main effect for the non-mentors, and as 
job tenure increased, mentors reported lower levels of task performance.   
Next, the interaction was examined for contextual performance.  The interaction 
between mentor experience and job content plateauing was not significant (β = -.157, 
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p=.436).    The interaction between mentor experience and hierarchical plateauing was 
not significant (β = .041, p=.852).    Finally, the interaction between mentor experience 
and job tenure was not significant (β = .023, p=.823).    Results are provided in Table 5.  
Organizational commitment was examined next and is presented in Table 6.  The 
interaction between mentor experience and job content plateauing for commitment was 
not significant (β = -.028, p=.885).    The interaction between mentor experience and 
hierarchical plateauing was not significant (β = .07, p=.758).    Results did provide 
support for an interaction between mentor experience and job tenure for organizational 
commitment (β = .206, p=.065).  This interaction is presented in Figure 7.  The 
interaction supports the proposed relationship such that as job tenure increases, mentors 
report significantly higher levels of organizational commitment compared to their non-
mentor counterparts.   
Finally, as shown in Table 7, the interaction between mentor experience and 
plateauing was tested for turnover intentions.  For job content plateauing, the interaction 
was not significant (β = -.308, p=.135).    Results did provide support for an interaction 
between mentor experience and hierarchical plateauing (β = -.411, p=.074).  The plot of 
this interaction is presented in Figure 8.  The plot does provide support for the 
hypothesis.  As hierarchical plateauing increases, both mentors and non-mentors report 
increased turnover intentions, but the increase is steeper for non-mentors.  The interaction 
between mentor experience and job tenure was not significant (β = -.096, p=.40).   
Overall, Hypothesis 4a received little support.                 
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Table 3.  Mentor Experience Moderator Analysis for Job Satisfaction  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Job Satisfaction 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .23    .05***  
     Gender           .07 
     Race          -.09* 
     Age           .16*** 
Step 2 .50     .25***  
     Mentor Experience          -.23 
     Job Content Plateau          -.48*** 
Step 3 .50            .25  
    Mentor Experience by            .22 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 14.94*** 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .23     .05***  
     Gender            .09 
     Race          -.11* 
     Age            .25*** 
Step 2 .39     .15***  
     Mentor Experience          -.02 
     Hierarchical Plateau          -.33*** 
Step 3 .39 .15  
     Mentor Experience by           .12 
     Hierarchical Plateau  F = 8.02*** 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .22       .05***  
     Gender           .04 
     Race          -.08 
     Age           .15** 
Step 2 .24 .06  
     Mentor Experience           .09 
     Job Tenure Plateau           .02 
Step 3 .24 .06       
    Mentor Experience by            .03 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 2.61** 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 4.  Mentor Experience Moderator Analysis for Task Performance  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Task Performance 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .22        .05***  
     Gender   .07 
     Race            -.21*** 
     Age   .03 
Step 2 .23 .05  
     Mentor Experience   .17 
     Job Content Plateau   .04 
Step 3 .23 .05  
    Mentor Experience by             -.10 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 2.59** 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .22       .05***  
     Gender   .08 
     Race            -.21*** 
     Age   .03 
Step 2 .23 .05  
     Mentor Experience   .11 
     Hierarchical Plateau            -.02 
Step 3 .23 .05  
    Mentor Experience by             -.05 
    Hierarchical Plateau  F = 2.59** 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .24    .06***  
     Gender   .08 
     Race            -.21*** 
     Age   .05 
Step 2 .26            .07  
     Mentor Experience       .20** 
     Job Tenure Plateau   .04 
Step 3 .29            .08**  
    Mentor Experience by             -.24** 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 3.74*** 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 5.  Mentor Experience Moderator Analysis for Contextual Performance  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Contextual Performance 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .35       .12***  
     Gender     .10* 
     Race            -.17*** 
     Age         .22*** 
Step 2 .47       .22***  
     Mentor Experience     .40* 
     Job Content Plateau            -.14** 
Step 3 .47 .22  
    Mentor Experience by             -.16 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 12.66*** 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .35       .12***  
     Gender     .13** 
     Race           -.18*** 
     Age       .27*** 
Step 2 .48        .23***  
     Mentor Experience   .24 
     Hierarchical Plateau            -.20*** 
Step 3 .48 .23  
    Mentor Experience by    .04 
    Hierarchical Plateau  F = 13.39*** 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .34       .12***  
     Gender   .10 
     Race            -.17*** 
     Age         .24*** 
Step 2 .45        .20***  
     Mentor Experience         .28*** 
     Job Tenure Plateau            -.12 
Step 3 .45 .20  
    Mentor Experience by    .02 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 10.31*** 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 6.  Mentor Experience Moderator Analysis for Organizational Commitment  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Organizational Commitment 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .25     .06***  
     Gender   .07 
     Race            -.12** 
     Age          .16*** 
Step 2 .50     .25***  
     Mentor Experience   .03 
     Job Content Plateau        -.44*** 
Step 3 .50            .25  
    Mentor Experience by             -.03 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 15.11*** 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .25     .06***  
     Gender   .10 
     Race     -.14** 
     Age         .25*** 
Step 2 .41     .17***  
     Mentor Experience   .04 
     Hierarchical Plateau        -.33*** 
Step 3 .41 .17  
    Mentor Experience by    .07 
    Hierarchical Plateau  F = 8.89*** 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .26       .07***  
     Gender   .04 
     Race     -.14** 
     Age       .17** 
Step 2 .29 .08  
     Mentor Experience   .02 
     Job Tenure Plateau            -.08 
Step 3 .31 .10  
    Mentor Experience by      .21* 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 4.311*** 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 7.  Mentor Experience Moderator Analysis for Intent to Turnover  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Intent to Turnover 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .21      .05***  
     Gender            -.05 
     Race       .12** 
     Age            -.13** 
Step 2 .42       .18***  
     Mentor Experience   .34 
     Job Content Plateau         .42*** 
Step 3 .43 .19  
    Mentor Experience by             -.31 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 10.28*** 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .21      .05***  
     Gender            -.08 
     Race       .13** 
     Age        -.23*** 
Step 2 .39      .15***  
     Mentor Experience   .34 
     Hierarchical Plateau        .41*** 
Step 3 .40  .16*  
    Mentor Experience by             -.41* 
    Hierarchical Plateau  F = 8.56*** 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .21     .04**  
     Gender            -.01 
     Race     .12* 
     Age            -.13* 
Step 2 .22 .05  
     Mentor Experience            -.00 
     Job Tenure Plateau   .02 
Step 3 .22 .05  
    Mentor Experience by             -.10 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 2.18** 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
 
 
Figure 6.  Interaction of Mentor Experience and Job Tenure for Task Performance 
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Figure 7.  Interaction of Mentor Experience and Job Tenure for Organizational   
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Figure 8.  Interaction of Mentor Experience and Hierarchical Plateauing for Intent to  
                Turnover 
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Career Mentoring Moderator Analysis  
Hypothesis 4b proposed that career mentoring provided by the mentors would 
moderate the relationship between career plateauing and job satisfaction, job 
performance, organizational commitment, and intentions to turnover.  To test these 
interactions, hierarchical regression analyses were performed and an alpha level of .10 
was again used to test for significance.  For each analysis, control variables were entered 
at Step 1.  At Step 2, career mentoring provided and one of the three plateauing variables 
(job content, hierarchical, or job tenure) was entered.  At Step 3, career mentoring 
provided and the plateauing interaction term was entered.  This procedure was repeated 
for all possible combinations of the career mentoring and plateauing variables for each of 
the dependent variables.   
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 The first dependent variable to be tested was job satisfaction.  As shown in Table 
8, the interaction between career mentoring and job content plateauing was not 
significant (β = -.39, p=.630).  The interaction between career mentoring and hierarchical 
plateauing was also not significant (β = .88, p=.320).  The interaction between career 
mentoring and job tenure was not significant (β = .36, p=.673).   
 Next, task performance was tested.  The interaction between career mentoring and 
job content plateauing was not significant (β = -.87, p=.298).  The interaction between 
career mentoring and hierarchical plateauing was not significant (β = .52, p=.571).  
Finally, the interaction for career mentoring and job tenure was not significant (β = -.17, 
p=.834).   These results are provided in Table 9.   
 The results for contextual performance are presented in Table 10.  The interaction 
between career mentoring and job content plateauing was not significant (β = .97, 
p=.222).  The interaction between career mentoring and hierarchical plateauing was not 
significant (β = 1.30, p=.136).  The interaction between career plateauing and job tenure 
was not significant (β = -.13, p=.867).   
 Organizational commitment was tested next.  As shown in Table 11, the 
interaction between career mentoring and job content plateauing was not significant (β = 
.56, p=.482).  The interaction between career mentoring and hierarchical plateauing was 
not significant (β = .90, p=.300).  The interaction between career mentoring and job 
tenure plateau was not significant (β = -.73, p=.373).   
 Lastly, the interactions were tested for intentions to turnover.  The interaction 
between career mentoring and job content plateauing was not significant (β = .50, 
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p=.525).  The interaction between career mentoring and hierarchical plateauing was not 
significant (β = -.98, p=.246).  The interaction between career mentoring and job tenure 
was also not significant (β = -.30, p=.704).  These results are presented in Table 12. 
 Overall, the data did not provide evidence that career mentoring provided by the 
mentor alleviated the negative effects of plateauing.  Therefore, Hypothesis 4b was not 
supported. 
Psychosocial Mentoring Moderator Analysis  
Hypothesis 4c proposed that psychosocial mentoring provided by the mentors 
would moderate the relationship between career plateauing and job satisfaction, job 
performance, organizational commitment, and intentions to turnover.  To test these 
interactions, hierarchical regression analyses were performed and an alpha level of .10 
was again used to test for significance.  For each analysis, control variables were entered 
at Step 1.  At Step 2, psychosocial mentoring provided and one of the three plateauing 
variables (job content, hierarchical, or job tenure) was entered.  At Step 3, psychosocial 
mentoring provided and the plateauing interaction term was entered.  This procedure was 
repeated for all possible combinations of the psychosocial mentoring and plateauing 
variables for each of the dependent variables.  Again, if the interaction was significant, 
the relationship was graphed with the criterion variable along the y axis and the predictor 
variable along the x axis.  The low scale value for the moderator and predictor were 
calculated such that the low value was one standard deviation below the mean and the 
high value was one standard deviation above the mean. 
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 First, job satisfaction was examined.  As shown in Table 13, the interaction 
between psychosocial mentoring and job content plateauing was significant (β = 1.41, 
p=.063).  A visual plot of the interaction is presented in Figure 9.  As expected, the 
amount of psychosocial mentoring provided by the mentor did moderate the relationship 
between job content plateauing and job satisfaction at both levels of the moderator.  
Reports for job satisfaction are similar for mentors providing high and low degrees of 
psychosocial mentoring when less job content plateaued.  As job content plateauing 
increases, mentors providing more psychosocial mentoring reported higher levels of job 
satisfaction than did mentors providing less mentoring.  The interaction between 
psychosocial mentoring and hierarchical plateauing was not significant (β = .35, p=.784).  
There was also no support for the interaction between psychosocial mentoring and job 
tenure (β = -.38, p=.693).   
 Task performance was examined next, with results presented in Table 14.  The 
interaction between psychosocial mentoring and job content plateauing for task 
performance was not significant (β = .15, p=.854).  The interaction between psychosocial 
mentoring and hierarchical plateauing was also not significant (β = 1.68, p=.213).  
Results did provide support for the interaction between psychosocial mentoring and job 
tenure (β = -1.93, p=.033) and were plotted in Figure 10.  Although significant, the 
interaction was not as expected.  At the lower end of job tenure, mentors providing more 
psychosocial mentoring reported higher levels of task performance.  However, as job 
tenure increased, the difference between the amount of psychosocial mentoring provided 
by the mentor did not effect task performance ratings.   
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 Next, the relationship was tested for contextual performance.  As shown in Table 
15, the interaction between psychosocial mentoring and job content plateauing was not 
significant (β = .24, p=.745).  The interaction between psychosocial mentoring and 
hierarchical plateauing was also not significant (β = .82, p=.515).  Results indicated the 
interaction between psychosocial mentoring and job tenure was significant (β = -1.61, 
p=.070).  The visual plot of this interaction is presented in Figure 11.  Although mentors 
providing more psychosocial mentoring did report higher levels of contextual 
performance overall, the rating of contextual performance for mentors providing higher 
mentoring began to approach the ratings for mentors providing lower mentoring as job 
tenure increased, contrary to the predicted relationship of a main effect at both levels of 
the moderator.   
 Next, organizational commitment was examined.  The interaction between 
psychosocial mentoring and job content plateauing was significant (β = 1.70, p=.020).  
The interaction between psychosocial mentoring and hierarchical plateauing was also 
significant (β = 2.80, p=.025).  However, the interaction between psychosocial mentoring 
and job tenure was not significant (β = -.95, p=.305).  These results are presented in 
Table 16 and illustrated in Figures 12 and 13, respectively.  These interactions both 
provided support for the hypotheses, such that the amount of psychosocial mentoring did 
moderate the relationship between job content plateauing and organizational commitment 
and hierarchical plateauing and organizational commitment at both levels of the 
moderator.  As posited, as mentors reported a greater plateau, those that provided more 
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psychosocial mentoring reported higher levels of organizational commitment than did 
those providing less psychosocial mentoring.   
 Finally, intentions to turnover were examined.  The interaction between 
psychosocial mentoring and job content plateauing was not significant (β = -.49, p=.526).  
The interaction between psychosocial mentoring and hierarchical plateauing was not 
significant (β = -1.34, p=.303).  The interaction between psychosocial mentoring and job 
tenure was also not significant (β = .66, p=.483).  These results are presented in Table 17. 
 In sum, Hypothesis 4c received minimal support.             
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 Table 8.  Career Mentoring Moderator Analysis for Job Satisfaction  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Job Satisfaction 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .14 .02  
     Gender            -.06 
     Race            -.06 
     Age   .10 
Step 2 .31     .10**  
     Career Mentoring   .22 
     Job Content Plateau   .07 
Step 3 .32 .10  
    Career Mentoring by             -.39 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 1.77 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .14 .02  
     Gender   .03 
     Race            -.09 
     Age     .19* 
Step 2 .32     .10**  
     Career Mentoring           -.37 
     Hierarchical Plateau         -1.09 
Step 3 .33 .11  
     Career Mentoring by            .88 
     Hierarchical Plateau  F = 1.99* 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .14 .02  
     Gender            -.04 
     Race            -.09 
     Age   .05 
Step 2 .17 .03  
     Career Mentoring            -.01 
     Job Tenure Plateau            -.25 
Step 3 .18 .03  
    Career Mentoring by    .36 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 0.47 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 9.  Career Mentoring Moderator Analysis for Task Performance  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Task Performance 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .10 .01  
     Gender   .04 
     Race            -.04 
     Age   .01 
Step 2 .21 .04  
     Career Mentoring   .63 
     Job Content Plateau   .77 
Step 3 .23 .05  
    Career Mentoring by             -.87 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 0.89 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .10 .01  
     Gender   .07 
     Race            -.04 
     Age   .06 
Step 2 .21 .04  
     Career Mentoring            -.06 
     Hierarchical Plateau            -.50 
Step 3 .22 .05  
    Career Mentoring by    .52 
    Hierarchical Plateau  F = 0.76 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .12 .01  
     Gender   .09 
     Race            -.00 
     Age   .18 
Step 2 .38       .14***  
     Career Mentoring   .20 
     Job Tenure Plateau            -.15 
Step 3 .38 .14  
    Career Mentoring by             -.17 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 2.41** 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 10.  Career Mentoring Moderator Analysis for Contextual Performance  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Contextual Performance 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .18 .03  
     Gender   .07 
     Race            -.06 
     Age     .20* 
Step 2 .37      .13***  
     Career Mentoring            -.28 
     Job Content Plateau          -1.08 
Step 3 .38 .15  
    Career Mentoring by    .97 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 2.74** 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .18 .03  
     Gender   .08 
     Race            -.08 
     Age     .21* 
Step 2 .36      .13***  
     Career Mentoring            -.36 
     Hierarchical Plateau          -1.35* 
Step 3 .38 .15  
    Career Mentoring by            1.30 
    Hierarchical Plateau  F = 2.72** 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .19 .04  
     Gender   .07 
     Race            -.07 
     Age   .18 
Step 2 .36     .13**  
     Career Mentoring       .31** 
     Job Tenure Plateau   .03 
Step 3 .36 .13  
    Career Mentoring by             -.13 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 2.23** 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 11.  Career Mentoring Moderator Analysis for Organizational Commitment  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Organizational Commitment 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .22 .05  
     Gender   .03 
     Race            -.16* 
     Age   .15 
Step 2 .38       .15***  
     Career Mentoring            -.36 
     Job Content Plateau            -.82 
Step 3 .39 .15  
    Career Mentoring by    .58 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 2.84** 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .22 .05  
     Gender   .08 
     Race     -.21** 
     Age    .20* 
Step 2 .36     .13**  
     Career Mentoring            -.47 
     Hierarchical Plateau          -1.10 
Step 3 .37 .14  
    Career Mentoring by    .90 
    Hierarchical Plateau  F = 2.58** 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .24 .06  
     Gender   .05 
     Race            -.23** 
     Age   .05 
Step 2 .31 .09  
     Career Mentoring   .03 
     Job Tenure Plateau              .91 
Step 3 .32 .10  
    Career Mentoring by             -.73 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 1.67 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 12.  Career Mentoring Moderator Analysis for Intent to Turnover  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Intent to Turnover 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .17 .03  
     Gender   .04 
     Race   .10 
     Age            -.12 
Step 2 .41       .17***  
     Career Mentoring   .09 
     Job Content Plateau            -.25 
Step 3 .42 .17  
    Career Mentoring by    .50 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 3.30*** 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .17 .03  
     Gender            -.03 
     Race   .12 
     Age            -.20* 
Step 2 .42      .18***  
     Career Mentoring    .79* 
     Hierarchical Plateau           1.11 
Step 3 .43 .19  
    Career Mentoring by            -.98 
    Hierarchical Plateau  F = 3.64*** 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .17 .03  
     Gender   .05 
     Race   .12 
     Age            -.06 
Step 2 .38      .14***  
     Career Mentoring       .36** 
     Job Tenure Plateau   .20 
Step 3 .38 .14  
    Career Mentoring by             -.30 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 2.42** 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 13.  Psychosocial Mentoring Moderator Analysis for Job Satisfaction  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Job Satisfaction 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .14 .02  
     Gender            -.03 
     Race            -.05 
     Age   .12 
Step 2 .32    .10**  
     Psychosocial Mentoring            -.59* 
     Job Content Plateau          -1.68** 
Step 3 .36  .13*  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by    1.41* 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 2.40** 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .14 .02  
     Gender   .00 
     Race            -.11 
     Age   .17 
Step 2 .33    .11**  
     Psychosocial Mentoring            -.05 
     Hierarchical Plateau            -.62 
Step 3 .33 .11  
     Psychosocial Mentoring by   .35 
     Hierarchical Plateau  F = 1.95* 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .14 .02  
     Gender            -.06 
     Race            -.10 
     Age   .04 
Step 2 .19 .04  
     Psychosocial Mentoring   .15 
     Job Tenure Plateau   .49 
Step 3 .19 .04  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by             -.38 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 0.58 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 14.  Psychosocial Mentoring Moderator Analysis for Task Performance  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Task Performance 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .10 .01  
     Gender   .07 
     Race            -.04 
     Age   .06 
Step 2 .12 .01  
     Psychosocial Mentoring            -.01 
     Job Content Plateau            -.18 
Step 3 .12 .01  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by    .15 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 0.23 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .10 .01  
     Gender   .08 
     Race            -.04 
     Age   .07 
Step 2 .12 .01  
     Psychosocial Mentoring            -.59 
     Hierarchical Plateau          -1.59 
Step 3 .17 .03  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by            1.68 
    Hierarchical Plateau  F = 0.50 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .12 .01  
     Gender   .12 
     Race   .01 
     Age   .22* 
Step 2 .34      .12***  
     Psychosocial Mentoring    .33** 
     Job Tenure Plateau          1.62* 
Step 3 .40    .16**  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by          -1.93** 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 2.78** 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 15.  Psychosocial Mentoring Moderator Analysis for Contextual Performance  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Contextual Performance 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .18 .03  
     Gender            -.02 
     Race            -.08 
     Age   .16 
Step 2 .38      .14***  
     Psychosocial Mentoring   .15 
     Job Content Plateau            -.41 
Step 3 .38 .14  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by    .24 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 2.61** 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .18 .03  
     Gender   .01 
     Race            -.11 
     Age    .20* 
Step 2 .38      .15***  
     Psychosocial Mentoring            -.03 
     Hierarchical Plateau            -.94 
Step 3 .39 .15  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by    .82 
    Hierarchical Plateau  F = 2.79** 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .19 .04  
     Gender   .00 
     Race            -.08 
     Age     .20* 
Step 2 .40      .16***  
     Psychosocial Mentoring        .57*** 
     Job Tenure Plateau           1.51* 
Step 3 .44  .19*  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by          -1.61* 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 3.47*** 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 16.  Psychosocial Mentoring Moderator Analysis for Organizational Commitment  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Organizational Commitment 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .22 .05  
     Gender   .02 
     Race            -.17* 
     Age   .12 
Step 2 .38      .14***  
     Psychosocial Mentoring     -.71** 
     Job Content Plateau     -1.99*** 
Step 3 .44    .19**  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by      1.70** 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 3.76*** 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .22 .05  
     Gender   .05 
     Race     -.22** 
     Age   .17 
Step 2 .37      .14***  
     Psychosocial Mentoring     -.99** 
     Hierarchical Plateau          -2.88** 
Step 3 .43    .18**  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by      2.80** 
    Hierarchical Plateau  F = 3.52*** 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .24 .06  
     Gender   .02 
     Race            -.22** 
     Age   .04 
Step 2 .31 .10  
     Psychosocial Mentoring   .23 
     Job Tenure Plateau           1.15 
Step 3 .33 .11  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by             -.95 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 1.80 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
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Table 17.  Psychosocial Mentoring Moderator Analysis for Intent to Turnover  
 
 Dependent Variable:  Intent to Turnover 
Predictor R R2 β 
Job Content Plateau    
Step 1 .17 .03  
     Gender            -.01 
     Race   .08 
     Age            -.12 
Step 2 .28  .08*  
     Psychosocial Mentoring   .40 
     Job Content Plateau   .69 
Step 3 .29 .08  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by             -.49 
    Job Content Plateau  F = 1.46 
Hierarchical Plateau    
Step 1 .17 .03  
     Gender            -.04 
     Race   .12 
     Age            -.15 
Step 2 .29  .08*  
     Psychosocial Mentoring   .66 
     Hierarchical Plateau           1.45 
Step 3 .30 .09  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by          -1.34 
    Hierarchical Plateau  F = 1.60 
Job Tenure Plateau    
Step 1 .17 .03  
     Gender   .03 
     Race   .12 
     Age            -.02 
Step 2 .24 .06  
     Psychosocial Mentoring   .04 
     Job Tenure Plateau            -.78 
Step 3 .25 .06  
    Psychosocial Mentoring by    .66 
    Job Tenure Plateau  F = 0.96 
*p<.10; **p<.05; ***p<.01 
βs are standardized regression weights from the final equation 
Fs are overall F from the final equation 
Figure 9.  Interaction of Psychosocial Mentoring and Job Content Plateau for Job  
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Figure 10.  Interaction of Psychosocial Mentoring and Job Tenure for Task Performance 
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Figure 11.  Interaction of Psychosocial Mentoring and Job Tenure for Contextual  
                   
                  Performance 
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Figure 12.  Interaction of Psychosocial Mentoring and Job Content Plateau for  
 
                  Organizational Commitment 
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Figure 13.  Interaction of Psychosocial Mentoring and Hierarchical Plateauing for  
 
                  Organizational Commitment 
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Chapter Four 
Discussion 
 The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between career 
plateauing and mentoring.  More specifically, this study attempted to address an 
empirical gap in the literature by examining mentor experience as a moderator for career 
plateauing and work-related attitudes.  First, the relationship between career plateauing 
and work-related attitudes was examined.  These results support previous research 
relating plateauing to negative work outcomes.  Next, the relationship between mentor 
experience and work-related attitudes was examined.  These findings add to the limited 
empirical research devoted to investigating mentoring benefits from the mentor 
perspective.  Finally, moderator relationships were examined.   The results provide 
minimal support for the idea that mentoring can help reduce the negative effects 
associated with plateauing.  Specific key findings are discussed further. 
Hypotheses 1a and 1b:  Career plateauing and work-related attitudes 
 It was predicted that plateauing would be related to negative work-related 
attitudes.  As expected, individuals who reported higher levels of job content plateau also 
reported lower levels of job satisfaction, lower contextual performance, less 
organizational commitment, and higher intentions to leave the organization.  Individuals 
who reported higher levels of hierarchical plateau reported lower levels of job 
satisfaction, less organizational commitment, and greater intentions to leave the 
organization.  Job tenure was not significantly related to any of the work attitudes. 
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In general, the hypotheses were supported for job content and hierarchical 
plateauing.  However, support was not found for task performance for either measure of 
plateau. One explanation for this finding may relate to range restriction.  The mean for 
the task performance measure is high, with minimal variability.  Although this may be a 
function of self- report data, an alternative explanation may be the nature of the job.  A 
consistent theme emerged in the open-ended comment section pertaining to task 
performance.  Specifically, participants were touting the importance of their job and 
public reliance on them to consistently perform their job effectively.  For example, a few 
job requirements reported by participants included assessing the public’s property taxes, 
filing marriage licenses, and inspecting building permits.  It is likely that failing to meet 
these performance requirements would be readily noticed and cause for immediate action.  
Therefore, attention may be given to individuals to ensure that task requirements are 
consistently met.  The data also did not support a relationship between hierarchical 
plateauing and contextual performance.  Although the relationship was in the expected 
direction, it was not significant.  These results suggest that limited upward advancement 
or promotional opportunities do not appear to relate significantly to contextual 
performance. 
A key finding of these results is further support for the use of a multidimensional 
construct of career plateau.  Consistent with Allen et al. (1998), the relationships were 
stronger for job content plateaued employees than for hierarchical plateaued employees.  
The rationale cited for these differences is that individuals may perceive hierarchical 
plateauing as an inevitable consequence, whereas job content plateauing may be 
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perceived as avoidable.  Therefore, if the employees believe they have little control over 
the fixed organizational structure, then the impact on negative work-related attitudes may 
be less.  Further, none of the relationships were significant for the traditional measure of 
job tenure.  This finding is consistent with previous research that reports less variance 
explained by objective measures of plateau than by subjective plateau measures 
(Tremblay et al., 1995). 
Hypotheses 2a and 2b:  Mentor experience and work-related attitudes 
 As predicted, mentor experience related to positive work-related attitudes.  
Specifically, employees who reported being a mentor reported higher levels of job 
satisfaction, higher contextual performance, more organizational commitment, and less 
turnover intentions than did employees with no mentor experience.  These results lend 
further support to the idea that mentoring others can be associated with positive job 
attitudes and behaviors.  Although the research on mentor benefits is limited, these results 
are consistent with recent studies that suggest mentor experience is related to important 
work-related attitudes and to career success (Allen et al., 2003; Ragins & Scandura, 
1999).   
 Further, these results provide evidence for mentoring as a form of organizational 
citizenship behavior.  Allen (2003) examined the propensity to mentor others as a specific 
form of prosocial behavior, or behavior that is performed for the benefit of another 
person, group, or organization.  Allen found that prosocial dispositions (other-oriented 
empathy, helpfulness) were related to the propensity to mentor others.  These dispositions 
have also been associated with citizenship performance (Borman, Penner, Allen, & 
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Motowidlo, 2001).  The significant relationship between mentoring experience and 
contextual performance found in the present study lends further support to the notion that 
mentoring others and citizenship performance are a similar class of behavior. 
 Contrary to prediction, task performance was not significantly related to mentor 
experience.  Again, this result may be due to the range restriction within the task 
performance variable.  Although the relationship was positive, suggesting mentors 
reported higher levels of task performance, it was not significant. 
Hypotheses 3a and 3b:  Mentoring provided and work-related attitudes 
For the mentors, it was predicted that the amount of mentoring provided would 
relate to positive work-related attitudes.  In general, this hypothesis was not supported.  It 
appears that mentor experience, and not the amount of mentoring provided, makes a 
difference.  One explanation for these results may be the nature of the mentoring 
relationship.  Perhaps the relationship is curvilinear in nature.  That is, providing high 
levels of mentoring may become stressful and time consuming, resulting in high negative 
work-related attitudes.  Moreover, providing low levels of mentoring may be perceived as 
minimal interaction or not worthwhile, also resulting in high negative work-related 
attitudes.  However, it is possible that providing moderate levels of mentoring may be a 
good balance and, subsequently, relate to more positive work-related attitudes.  The 
present study assumed a linear relationship, and thus, cannot rule out this alternative 
explanation. 
The relationship between mentoring provided and contextual performance was 
significant.  Mentors who provided more career and psychosocial mentoring reported 
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higher levels of contextual performance.  Again, these results provide evidence for 
mentoring as a form of prosocial behavior. 
Hypothesis 4a:  Mentor experience as a moderator 
Based upon theoretical support, it was predicted that serving as a mentor would 
moderate the relationship between career plateauing and work-related attitudes.  More 
specifically, when comparing mentors and non-mentors, it was expected that the 
relationship would only be significant at one level of the moderator.  This type of 
interaction would suggest that being a mentor would not be harmful to an employee, but 
that not assuming a mentor role might be harmful.   
Of the 15 interactions examined, three were significant.  Mentor experience did 
moderate the relationship between job tenure and task performance, as well as that 
between job tenure and organizational commitment.  Results also indicated that mentor 
experience moderated the relationship between hierarchical plateauing and turnover 
intentions.  Of these three interactions, none were consistent with the nature of interaction 
predicted.  This does not necessarily imply the results should be discounted.  For 
organizational commitment and turnover intentions, the results suggest that mentors 
report more positive work-related attitudes when job tenure and hierarchical plateauing 
increases, respectively.  Generally speaking, these results are consistent with the 
theoretical model that suggests that mentor experience will mitigate negative effects of 
plateauing.  Contrary to prediction, for the interaction between mentor experience and job 
tenure for task performance, as job tenure increases, mentors report lower levels of task 
performance while non-mentors report consistent levels of performance.  These results 
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show that mentors with less job tenure report higher levels of task performance than non-
mentors.  Over time, mentors and non-mentors report similar levels of performance.  This 
result again suggests potential costs associated with being a mentor such that mentoring 
may take a toll on performance over a given time span.  An alternative explanation 
concerns the measure of task performance previously mentioned.  The measure of task 
performance suffers from serious range restriction, and results including this measure 
should be interpreted with caution. 
Results of hierarchical regression analyses generally did not support an interaction 
between mentor experience and plateauing.  However, the zero-order correlations 
between the variables suggest that mentors report lower levels of job content plateau than 
non-mentors.  This relationship provides some evidence that mentoring may serve as a 
coping response for plateauing or that mentoring prevents the occurrence of job content 
plateauing.  The present study does not allow for determination of the causal order of the 
relationship.  Longitudinal research would help in that regard. 
Taken together, these findings may also reflect the costs and benefits associated 
with mentoring.  Ragins and Scandura (1999) provide evidence that suggests mentors do 
experience costs to mentoring (e.g., more trouble than worth), as well as benefits (e.g., 
generativity).  Further analyses is warranted to determine how these costs and benefits 
interact with each other to produce positive work-related attitudes. 
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Hypothesis 4b:  Career mentoring as a moderator 
 For those reporting experience as a mentor, it was predicted that the amount of 
career mentoring provided by the mentor would moderate the relationship between career 
plateauing and work-related attitudes.  This hypothesis was not supported.   
 One explanation for this result may be the focus of career mentoring.  Career 
mentoring focuses on the advancement of the protégé in the organization.  Although 
reports of mentoring provided may not be hindered, mentors may not reap the rewards of 
providing career mentoring in a fixed government structure.  For example, advancement 
within this type of organization appears more related to tenure than actual performance.  
This situation may be less rewarding for the mentor.  The mentor may not gain a sense of 
satisfaction or see his/her efforts as a legacy if the protégé’s advancement cannot be 
attributed to the mentor.  Therefore, the negative effects of plateauing may not be 
alleviated because the mentor does not view his/her role as a coping response. 
 Although not part of the specified analyses, examination of the zero-order 
correlation between job content plateauing and career mentoring does suggest a 
significant negative relationship.  This result does provide support for a relationship 
between mentoring provided and plateauing, even though evidence was not found for the 
interaction. 
Hypothesis 4c:  Psychosocial mentoring as a moderator 
 It was also expected that the amount of psychosocial mentoring provided by the 
mentors would moderate the relationship between career plateauing and work-related 
attitudes.  This hypothesis received minimal support. 
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 Of the 15 interactions tested, five were significant.  The interaction between job 
content plateauing and psychosocial mentoring was significant for job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment.  The interaction between hierarchical plateauing and 
psychosocial mentoring was significant for organizational commitment.  Finally, the 
interaction between job tenure and psychosocial mentoring was significant for contextual 
performance.   
Of these five interactions, two were not as predicted.  More specifically, the 
interactions for job tenure and psychosocial mentoring were not significant at both levels 
of the moderator.  Rather, in both relationships, there was no main effect for low 
psychosocial mentoring, and task and contextual performance decreased as tenure 
increased for mentors providing high psychosocial mentoring.  An explanation of these 
findings may again be related to the costs associated with mentoring.  Mentors may 
actually be experiencing more negative work-related attitudes the more mentoring 
provided.  However, as previously mentioned, an alternative explanation for one of the 
interactions is the range restriction of the task performance measure. 
Three interactions were as expected.  These results suggest that as job content 
increases, mentors providing more psychosocial mentoring will report higher levels of 
job satisfaction and organizational commitment.  Consistent with the theoretical model, 
mentors are reporting more benefits the more mentoring they provide to others.  The 
results also suggested that as hierarchical plateauing increases, mentors providing more 
psychosocial functions will report higher levels of organizational commitment.  These 
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significant relationships provide some support that the amount of mentoring provided 
will weaken the negative effects of plateauing.   
Zero-order correlations also provide some evidence that psychosocial mentoring 
is related to lower levels of job content plateau.  This relationship does suggest that 
psychosocial mentoring provided may be beneficial to reducing experiences of job 
content plateau. 
Limitations and Future Research 
 Although efforts were made to ensure methodological rigor, there were a few 
limitations that should be mentioned.  First, the study relied on self-report data.  Although 
self-report data are appropriate for most of the study variables, the main concern is with 
the measure of job performance.  As previously indicated, this is of more concern with 
the task performance measure.  The mean and standard deviation suggest serious range 
restriction for the measure.  Although explanations for the range restriction were cited, it 
is possible that this is due to inflated reports of participants’ own performance level.  A 
preferred source of performance ratings would be supervisors.  However, due to the 
constraints of the present study, supervisor ratings were not possible.   
A second limitation is that the data was collected at a single point in time.  When 
design is cross-sectional in nature, it is impossible to infer causality.  On the other hand, a 
longitudinal design would allow us to examine changes in the study variables across time 
and rule out some alternative explanations.  For example, an alternate explanation to 
these results is that employees who are more satisfied with their jobs are more likely to 
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seek a mentor role.  More longitudinal research is therefore warranted to further examine 
the relationship between plateauing, mentoring, and work-related attitudes. 
A third limitation is the sample size.  Although the overall sample size was large, 
the group comparisons were somewhat small.  For example, only 110 employees reported 
experience as a mentor.  This sample is rather small to assess the interaction between 
mentoring provided and plateauing.  Future research should attempt to replicate these 
findings with a sample of at least 200 participants to achieve adequate power.  However, 
non-significant p-values were large and likely would not have become significant, even 
with a larger sample size (greater power).   
Future researchers should also attempt to generalize the findings to different 
samples.  The current study specifically sought out government employees because of the 
prevalence of plateau.  Perhaps different relationships may emerge with employees in 
private sectors or various industries.  Additional research is needed before generalizing 
the results across organizations. 
Future research should also explore these relationships within formal mentoring 
programs.  Formal mentoring can be defined as a relationship in which the organization is 
responsible for assigning and facilitating the relationship (Allen, Day, & Lentz, 2001).  
None of the three government offices have had a formal mentoring program in place.  
Therefore, all of the mentoring relationships characterized in the present study were 
informal in nature, such that the relationship developed spontaneously through 
interactions between employees.  Little support was found for a theoretical link between 
plateauing and informal mentoring.  The link may be embedded within formal mentoring 
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programs.  Perhaps a plateaued employee may respond more favorably to an organization 
that offers this type of program as a benefit.  For example, he/she may report more 
organizational commitment when the mentor role was sponsored by the organization.  
Additional research with formal mentoring programs is needed to get a clearer picture of 
the relationship between plateauing and mentoring before results become generalized 
within the careers literature. 
Finally, the results provide evidence that mentoring may be a form of 
organizational citizenship behavior.  As the mentor research begins to proliferate, 
additional research is needed to better understand why individuals would engage in a 
mentor role.  
Conclusions 
 This study was the first to examine empirically the relationship between career 
plateauing and mentoring.  A relationship has been suggested throughout both popular 
streams of research for several decades, but this was the first direct examination of the 
constructs.  The current study provides evidence for mentor benefits, but little support for 
the interaction between plateauing and mentoring.  However, evidence does suggest that 
a relationship exists between mentor experience and job content plateauing.  Overall, 
these findings provide important contributions to both the plateauing and mentoring 
streams of research by attempting to address an empirical gap in the literature. 
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Appendix A:  Job Content and Hierarchical Plateau Scales 
Read each of the following items and indicate the extent you agree with each of the 
following statements.  
 
 Please use the scale below to mark your responses to the left of each item: 
 
             1                             2                        3                        4                          5  
Strongly Disagree    Disagree    Uncertain         Agree     Strongly Agree 
 
 
____ 1.   I expect to be constantly challenged in my job. 
____ 2.   I have an opportunity to learn and grow a lot in my current job. 
____ 3.   My job tasks and activities have become routine for me. 
____ 4.   My job responsibilities have increased significantly. 
____ 5.   My job requires me to continually extent my abilities and knowledge. 
____ 6.   I am challenged by my job. 
____ 7.   I am not likely to obtain a much higher job title in my organization. 
____ 8.   I expect to advance to a higher level in my company in the near future. 
____ 9.   My opportunities for upward movement are limited in my present organization. 
____ 10.  I expect to be promoted frequently in my company in the future. 
____ 11.  I have reached a point where I do not expect to move much higher in my  
                company. 
____ 12.  The likelihood that I will get ahead in my organization is limited. 
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Appendix B:  Mentoring Experience Items 
 
 
Please read the following description of a mentor and respond to the following question 
regarding your experience in a mentoring relationship. 
 
In your present job, is there an individual in the organization  
who you have taken personal interest in; who you have  
guided, sponsored, or otherwise had a positive and significant No       Yes 
influence on their professional career development?   
In other words, have you ever been a mentor? 
 
 
 
 
 
Please respond to the following questions regarding your experience in a mentoring 
relationship. 
 
How many mentoring relationships have you had at your present organization? (e.g., 2)   
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
What were the dates of each relationship? (e.g., 10/2002-12/2002; 1/2003-6/2003) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix C:  Mentor Function Scale 
 
Indicate the extent you agree with each of the following statements regarding your 
mentoring behaviors.  If you have engaged in multiple mentoring relationships, please 
respond based upon your current or most recent relationship. 
 
Please use the scale below to mark your responses to the left of each item: 
 
             1                             2                        3                        4                          5  
Strongly Disagree    Disagree    Uncertain         Agree     Strongly Agree 
 
As a Mentor, I …. 
____ 1.   reduce unnecessary risks that could threaten the possibility of my protégés 
               promotion. 
____ 2.   help my protégé finish assignments/tasks/projects or meet deadlines that 
               otherwise would be difficult to complete. 
____ 3.   help my protégé meet new colleagues. 
____ 4.   give my protégé assignments that increase written and personal contact with 
               management. 
____ 5.   assign responsibilities that will increase my protégés contact with people in the 
               organization who may judge his/her potential for future advancement. 
____ 6.   give assignments or tasks to my protégé that prepare him/her for managerial 
               positions. 
____ 7.   give assignments that give my protégé the opportunity to learn new skills. 
____ 8.   share my past experiences/history of my career. 
____ 9.   encourage my protégé to prepare for advancement. 
____ 10.  encourage my protégé to try new ways of behaving at work. 
____ 11.  encourage my protégé to imitate my behavior at work. 
____ 12.  try to find similarities between our work attitudes and values. 
____ 13.  respect and admire my protégé. 
____ 14.  remember what it was like to be in my protégé’s position. 
____ 15.  demonstrate good listening skills in our conversations. 
____ 16.  try to encourage discussion of my protégé’s feelings of competence, 
                commitment to advancement, relationships with peers and supervisors or  
                work/family conflicts. 
____ 17.  share personal experiences as an alternative perspective to problems that may  
                arise. 
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____ 18.  encourage my protégé to speak openly about anxiety and fears that may detract  
                him/her from work. 
____ 19.  convey empathy for the concerns and feelings my protégé discusses with me. 
____ 20.  keep my protégé’s feelings and doubts in strict confidence. 
____ 21.  convey a feeling of respect for my protégé as an individual. 
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Appendix D:  Job Satisfaction Scale 
 
Read each of the following items and indicate the extent you agree with each of the 
following statements.  
 
 Please use the scale below to mark your responses to the left of each item: 
 
             1                             2                        3                        4                          5  
Strongly Disagree    Disagree    Uncertain         Agree     Strongly Agree 
 
 
____ 1.  All in all, I am satisfied with my job. 
____ 1.  In general, I don’t like my job. 
____ 1.  In general, I like working here. 
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Appendix E:  Task and Contextual Performance Scales 
 
Think about your job performance on average.  Read each of the following items and 
indicate how often you effectively perform the following specific behavior.  
 
Please use the scale below to mark your responses to the left of each item: 
 
    1                         2                            3                       4                         5  
        Never            Rarely             Sometimes        Often      Very Often 
 
____ 1.   Complete assigned duties. 
____ 2.   Fulfill responsibilities specified in my job description. 
____ 3.   Perform tasks that are expected of me. 
____ 4.   Meet formal performance requirements of my job. 
____ 5.   Engage in activities that will directly affect my performance evaluation. 
____ 6.   Neglect aspects of my job that I am obligated to perform. 
____ 7.   Fail to perform essential duties. 
____ 8.   Help co-workers. 
____ 9.   Assist co-workers with their personal matters. 
____ 10.  Cooperate with co-workers. 
____ 11.  Keep others in the organization informed about upcoming events or activities. 
____ 12.  Promote and defend the organization to others. 
____ 13.  Complain about organizational conditions to others. 
____ 14.  Follow organization rules and procedures. 
____ 15.  Suggest procedural, administrative, or organizational improvements to  
                members of management. 
____ 16.  Persist with enthusiasm in completing my work. 
____ 17.  Engage in self-development to improve my own effectiveness. 
____ 18.  Volunteer to carry out tasks that are not part of my own job requirements. 
____ 19.  Display dedication on the job. 
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Read each of the following items and indicate the extent you agree with each of the 
following statements.  
 
 Please use the scale below to mark your responses to the left of each item: 
 
             1                             2                        3                        4                          5  
Strongly Disagree    Disagree    Uncertain         Agree     Strongly Agree 
 
 
____ 1.  I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization. 
____ 2.  I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it. 
____ 3.  I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own. 
____ 4.  I think that I could easily become attached to another organization as I am to this  
              one. 
____ 5.  I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at my organization. 
____ 6.  I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organization. 
____ 7.  This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 
____ 8.  I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization. 
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Read each of the following items and indicate the extent you agree with each of the 
following statements.  
 
 Please use the scale below to mark your responses to the left of each item: 
 
             1                             2                        3                        4                          5  
Strongly Disagree    Disagree    Uncertain         Agree     Strongly Agree 
 
 
____ 1.  I am currently looking for another organization to work for. 
____ 2.  I often think of leaving this organization. 
____ 3.  I will probably leave this organization in the next few months. 
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Appendix H:  Demographic Items 
 
Please provide the following information as requested below.  This information will 
remain confidential and will ONLY be used in aggregate form for statistical purposes. 
 
Your Gender:     □  Male     □  Female  Your Age:  _____ 
 
Your Race:        □  Caucasion/White         □  African-American               □  Hispanic 
    □   Asian                    □  American Indian or             □  Other 
                                                                       Alaskan Native   
 
Highest Level of Education Completed:   □  High school degree     □  Bachelor degree 
            □  Some college                 □  Master’s degree 
            □  Associate degree     □  Doctorate degree 
 
Current Employment Status:       □  Part-time □  Full-time 
 
 
Current Job Description:     □  Staff   □  Middle Management     □  Upper Management 
 
 
What is your current job title?  ______________________________________________ 
 
 
How long have you held this title?     _____ years _____ months 
 
 
How long have you been employed in your present organization? ___ years ___ months 
                                                                             
 
What is your current annual salary?     $_______________ 
 
 
Marital status:    □  Not Married      □  Not Married but Living with Partner     □  Married 
   
 
If married or living with partner, is your spouse/partner employed outside the home full-
time?    □   No      □   Yes 
 
How many children do you currently have living with you at home?  ________________ 
 
 
If applicable, what are the ages of each of the children currently living with you at home?  
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix I:  Information Email 
 
 
Dear Goverment Employee, 
 
As part of an organizational study, <insert local government county name> government is 
working with the University of South Florida to learn more about your organizational 
culture, employee opportunities, and feedback regarding several job-related measures.  
Specifically, you will be asked to respond to a survey inquiring about your mentoring 
experiences and organizational culture.  In order to accurately assess <insert local 
government county name> government offices, we need your cooperation. 
 
Over the next week, you will be receiving an email that contains a link to access the 
online Employee Opinion Survey.  The survey has been reviewed and approved by the 
Development Services Business Center and a research team at the University of South 
Florida.  The survey will take approximately 20 minutes to complete.  At this time, I have 
attached a Frequently Asked Questions document that will address additional information 
and important questions regarding the Employee Opinion Survey that you may have.   
 
The survey is completely voluntary and all responses will remain confidential.  In order 
to protect your confidentiality, all responses will be collected and analyzed by the 
University of South Florida, not <insert local government county name> employees.   
 
Be sure to look for additional announcements within the next week.  Any questions that 
you may have regarding the methodology or the purpose of the study can be addressed to 
Elizabeth Lentz at the University of South Florida (see contact information below). 
 
Thank you in advance for your participation! 
Elizabeth Lentz 
University of South Florida 
4202 E. Fowler Ave., PCD 4118G 
Tampa, FL.  33620 
emlentz@helios.acomp.usf.edu
Appendix J:  Question and Answer Document 
 
 
 Employee Opinion Survey 
 
Frequently Asked Questions and Answers 
Q. Who will see my responses? 
A.  Only the research team at the University of South Florida will have access 
to individual responses.  No employees or members of management will 
have access to any of your responses.  In addition, you will not be asked 
your name or any other identifying information on the survey itself. 
Q.  Why should I participate? 
A.  The key to our success is up to you!  By participating in this study, you 
will be contributing to research that helps enhance our understanding of 
organizational culture and employee opportunities.  It is very important 
that we receive 100% participation to ensure that we have the most 
accurate results. 
Q.  How long will the survey take to complete? 
A.  The survey itself will take approximately 20 minutes to complete  
and can be completed online at your leisure.  The deadline to submit 
completed surveys is <insert date>.   
Q.  What will you do with the results? 
A.  The results will be analyzed to look at important relationships between  
culture, employee opportunities, and work-related measures by the 
University of South Florida.  A complete report of the findings will be 
provided to the <insert name>.  These results will be reported at the group 
level, not the individual level.  Appropriate contact information will be 
provided upon conclusion of the study if you would like to view the 
results as well. 
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      Q.  Do I have to participate? 
       A.  Your decision to participate in this research study is completely voluntary.  
You are free to participate or withdraw at any time.  There will be no 
penalty if you choose not to participate. 
Q.  Is the online survey secure? 
A.  Although the server the survey is hosted on is secure, there are always    
dangers associated with using the internet and intranet.  Although unlikely, 
it is possible that unauthorized individuals could gain access to your 
responses.  If you are worried about this occurring, but would still like to 
participate, you can contact Elizabeth Lentz from the University of South 
Florida at emlentz@helios.acomp.usf.edu to obtain a paper and pencil 
version of the survey. 
Q.  If I have any additional questions, who should I contact? 
                  A.  If you have any questions about this research study, contact Elizabeth  
Lentz from the University of South Florida at 
emlentz@helios.acomp.usf.edu.  If you have questions about your rights 
as a person who is taking part in a research study, you may contact the 
Division of Research Compliance of the University of South Florida at 
(813) 974-5638. 
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Dear <insert local government county name> Employee: 
Over the past week, you have received information regarding an Employee Opinion 
Survey.  I would like to thank each of you in advance for your participation in this 
research.  The steps to complete the survey are simple: 
 
a. Click on the link or copy and paste the web address into your web 
browser: <insert link> 
b. Go through the entire survey and try to be as accurate and complete as 
possible.  
c. After completing a set of questions on a page, click on the Continue button 
to submit responses. 
d. After completing the final question, click on the Finished button. 
 
The survey will take approximately 20 minutes to complete.  It is recommended that you 
complete the survey in one sitting.  However, if you need to exit the survey for any 
reason before completing in its entirety, the survey is programmed to take you back to 
where you left off.  For example, if you had to exit the survey but would like to continue 
again, you can simply click on the above link in this email and be redirected to where you 
left off with your previous answers stored.  However, you must be working from the 
same computer or you will be directed to the beginning of a new survey.  If you share a 
computer with a co-worker, either you or your co-worker will need to complete the 
survey entirely and exit the browser before the other can begin the survey.  The second 
person can then click on the link and be taken to the beginning of a new survey.  This will 
allow both sets of responses to be stored securely. 
 
The deadline to complete the survey is <insert day, date>.   
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Remember, all individual responses will remain confidential.  The data is being collected 
and analyzed by a research team at the University of South Florida.  Only group-level 
data will be reported and provided to <insert local government county name>.  For your  
convenience, I have again attached a Frequently Asked Questions document that will 
address additional information and important questions regarding the Mentoring and 
Culture Survey that you still may have.   
 
If you have any additional questions regarding the purpose of the study, content of the 
survey, or have difficulty accessing the survey, please feel free to contact me. 
 
Thank you for your participation! 
 
Elizabeth Lentz 
University of South Florida 
4202 E. Fowler Ave., PCD 4118G 
Tampa, FL.  33620 
emlentz@helios.acomp.usf.edu
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Greetings: 
I would like to thank those of you who have completed the Employee Opinion Survey.  
For those of you who have not, the deadline is <insert day, date>.  As a reminder, the 
steps to complete the survey are simple: 
 
e. Click on the link or copy and paste the web address into your web 
browser: <insert link> 
f. Go through the entire survey and try to be as accurate and complete as 
possible.  
g. After completing a set of questions on a page, click on the Continue button 
to submit responses. 
h. After completing the final question, click on the Finished button to submit 
all responses. 
 
I know you are very busy, but your input is an invaluable contribution to this research.  
Remember, all individual responses will remain confidential.  The data is being collected 
and analyzed by a research team at the University of South Florida.  Only group-level 
data will be reported and provided to <insert local government county name>.   
 
If you have any questions or have trouble accessing the online survey, feel free to contact 
me.  
 
Thank you again for your time and input! 
Elizabeth Lentz 
University of South Florida 
4202 E. Fowler Ave., PCD 4118G 
Tampa, FL.  33620 
emlentz@helios.acomp.usf.edu
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Appendix M:  Complete Employee Opinion Survey 
 
Employee Opinion Survey 
 
 
 
General Instructions 
 
? The items in this questionnaire are designed to examine the organizational culture, 
employee development opportunities, and employee career-related attitudes. 
? Please be honest when you complete this survey.  There are no right or wrong 
answers. 
? Your participation is completely voluntary. 
? All responses will remain confidential and no individual responses will be 
identified.  Your responses and the responses of other participants will be 
reported in the aggregate. 
 
 
 
 
 
Before you begin…. 
 
The survey will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. 
 
With this survey, you should have received an envelope.  When you are finished with 
the survey, please place the completed survey in the envelope and seal.  The envelope 
is addressed and stamped for your convenience.  Please do not put any identifying 
information on the envelope or survey materials. 
 
If you would prefer to complete the survey online, the survey is available online at: 
<insert link>  
 
Should you experience any difficulties with the survey or have any questions about 
this project or survey, please contact Elizabeth Lentz at 
emlentz@helios.acomp.usf.edu
 
Thank you in advance for your participation! 
 
Appendix M (Continued) 
 
SECTION 1:  MENTORING EXPERIENCE 
 
Part A:   
Please read the following description of a mentor and respond to the following question 
regarding your experience in a mentoring relationship. 
 
In your present job, is there an individual in the organization  
who you have taken personal interest in; who you have  
guided, sponsored, or otherwise had a positive and significant Yes       No 
influence on their professional career development?   
In other words, have you ever been a mentor? 
 
 
If you answered “NO”, please skip the remainder of Section 1 and move on to 
Section 2 (page 5). 
 
If you answered “YES”, please complete the remainder of the survey in its entirety. 
 
 
 
 
Part B:   
Please respond to the following questions regarding your experience in a mentoring 
relationship. 
 
How many mentoring relationships have you had at your present organization? (e.g., 2)   
___________________ 
 
What were the dates of each relationship? (e.g., 10/2002-12/2002; 1/2003-6/2003) 
________________________ 
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Part C: 
Indicate the extent you agree with each of the following statements regarding your 
mentoring behaviors.  If you have engaged in multiple mentoring relationships, please 
respond based upon your current or most recent relationship. 
 
Please use the scale below to mark your responses to the left of each item: 
 
   1                             2                            3                        4                           5  
 Strongly Disagree    Disagree        Uncertain              Agree            Strongly Agree 
 
As a Mentor, I …. 
 
____ 1.   reduce unnecessary risks that could threaten the possibility of my protégés  
               promotion. 
____ 2.   help my protégé finish assignments/tasks/projects or meet deadlines that  
               otherwise would be difficult to complete. 
____ 3.   help my protégé meet new colleagues. 
____ 4.   give my protégé assignments that increase written and personal contact with  
               management. 
____ 5.   assign responsibilities that will increase my protégés contact with people in the  
               organization who may judge his/her potential for future advancement. 
____ 6.   give assignments or tasks to my protégé that prepare him/her for managerial  
               positions. 
____ 7.   give assignments that give my protégé the opportunity to learn new skills. 
____ 8.   share my past experiences/history of my career. 
____ 9.   encourage my protégé to prepare for advancement. 
____ 10.  encourage my protégé to try new ways of behaving at work. 
____ 11.  encourage my protégé to imitate my behavior at work. 
____ 12.  try to find similarities between our work attitudes and values. 
____ 13.  respect and admire my protégé. 
____ 14.  remember what it was like to be in my protégé’s position. 
____ 15.  demonstrate good listening skills in our conversations. 
____ 16.  try to encourage discussion of my protégé’s feelings of competence,  
                commitment to advancement,  
                relationships with peers and supervisors or work/family conflicts. 
____ 17.  share personal experiences as an alternative perspective to problems that may  
                arise. 
____ 18.  encourage my protégé to speak openly about anxiety and fears that may detract  
                him/her from work. 
____ 19.  convey empathy for the concerns and feelings my protégé discusses with me. 
____ 20.  keep my protégé’s feelings and doubts in strict confidence. 
____ 21.  convey a feeling of respect for my protégé as an individual. 
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Part D: 
Below is a list of reasons why individuals may mentor others.  Read each item and 
indicate the extent you agree each statement motivated or influenced your decision to 
become a mentor.   If you have engaged in multiple mentoring relationships, please 
respond based upon your current or most recent relationship.   
 
Please use the scale below to mark your responses to the left of each item: 
 
   1                             2                            3                        4                           5  
 Strongly Disagree    Disagree        Uncertain              Agree            Strongly Agree 
 
____ 1.   To enhance your visibility within the organization.  
____ 2.   To enhance your reputation in the department. 
____ 3.   To earn respect from others in the organization. 
____ 4.   To increase your support base within the organization. 
____ 5.   To benefit your organization. 
____ 6.   A desire to build/develop a competent workforce within your organization. 
____ 7.   A desire to help others succeed in the organization. 
____ 8.   The desire to help others grow and develop. 
____ 9.   To ensure that knowledge and information is passed on to others. 
____ 10.  The personal pride that mentoring someone brings. 
____ 11. The personal gratification that comes from seeing the protégé grow and  
               develop. 
____ 12. To gain a sense of self-satisfaction by passing on insights. 
 
 
 
 
Appendix M (Continued) 
 
SECTION 2:  CAREER AND JOB ATTITUDES 
 
Part A:   
Read each of the following items and indicate the extent you agree with each of the 
following statements.  
 
 Please use the scale below to mark your responses to the left of each item: 
 
 
   1                             2                            3                        4                           5  
 Strongly Disagree    Disagree        Uncertain              Agree            Strongly Agree 
 
____ 1.   I expect to be constantly challenged in my job. 
____ 2.   I have an opportunity to learn and grow a lot in my current job. 
____ 3.   My job tasks and activities have become routine for me. 
____ 4.   My job responsibilities have increased significantly. 
____ 5.   My job requires me to continually extend my abilities and knowledge. 
____ 6.   I am challenged by my job. 
____ 7.   I am not likely to obtain a much higher job title in my organization. 
____ 8.   I expect to advance to a higher level in my company in the near future. 
____ 9.   My opportunities for upward movement are limited in my present organization. 
____ 10.  I expect to be promoted frequently in my company in the future. 
____ 11.  I have reached a point where I do not expect to move much higher in my  
                company. 
____ 12.  The likelihood that I will get ahead in my organization is limited. 
____ 13.  All in all, I am satisfied with my job. 
____ 14.  In general, I don’t like my job. 
____ 15.  In general, I like working here. 
____ 16.  I am currently looking for another organization to work for. 
____ 17.  I often think of leaving this organization. 
____ 18.  I will probably leave this organization in the next few months. 
____ 19.  If it is up to me, I will still be working here a year from now. 
____ 20.  I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization. 
____ 21.  I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it. 
____ 22.  I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own. 
____ 23.  I think that I could easily become attached to another organization as I am to  
                this one. 
____ 24.  I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at my organization. 
____ 25.  I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organization. 
____ 26.  This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 
____ 27.  I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization. 
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   1                             2                            3                        4                           5  
 Strongly Disagree    Disagree        Uncertain              Agree            Strongly Agree 
 
____ 28.  I feel trusted by my manager to do my job well. 
____ 29.  My job is interesting and challenging. 
____ 30.  I am provided with the necessary tools and training to perform my job  
                adequately. 
____ 31.  I feel I make a significant contribution to my organization’s success. 
____ 32.  I feel that my department works as a team to provide the best customer service  
                possible. 
____ 33.  My performance has a significant impact on my pay increases. 
____ 34.  My performance has a direct impact on my promotional opportunities. 
____ 35.  I have a good understanding of my organization’s vision and values. 
____ 36.  I understand my role in the organization’s strategic plan. 
____ 37.  I have no desire to mentor others. 
____ 38.  I would like to be a mentor. 
____ 39.  I intend to be a mentor. 
____ 40.  I would be comfortable assuming a mentoring role. 
 
 
Part B:   
Think about your job performance on average.  Read each of the following items and 
indicate how often you effectively perform the following specific behavior.  
 
Please use the scale below to mark your responses to the left of each item: 
 
    1                            2                            3                            4                             5  
        Never               Rarely    Sometimes               Often                 Very Often 
 
____ 1.   Complete assigned duties. 
____ 2.   Fulfill responsibilities specified in my job description. 
____ 3.   Perform tasks that are expected of me. 
____ 4.   Meet formal performance requirements of my job. 
____ 5.   Engage in activities that will directly affect my performance evaluation. 
____ 6.   Neglect aspects of my job that I am obligated to perform. 
____ 7.   Fail to perform essential duties. 
____ 8.   Help co-workers. 
____ 9.   Assist co-workers with their personal matters. 
____ 10.  Cooperate with co-workers. 
____ 11.  Keep others in the organization informed about upcoming events or activities. 
____ 12.  Promote and defend the organization to others. 
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1                            2                            3                            4                             5  
        Never               Rarely    Sometimes               Often                 Very Often 
 
____ 13.  Complain about organizational conditions to others. 
____ 14.  Follow organization rules and procedures. 
____ 15.  Suggest procedural, administrative, or organizational improvements to 
                members of management. 
____ 16.  Persist with enthusiasm in completing my work. 
____ 17.  Engage in self-development to improve my own effectiveness. 
____ 18.  Volunteer to carry out tasks that are not part of my own job requirements. 
____ 19.  Display dedication on the job. 
 
 
Part C:   
Think about your organization’s climate and work culture.  Please rate the extent you 
agree that each of the following statements represent the philosophy or beliefs of your 
organization. 
 
Remember, these are NOT your own personal beliefs, but pertain to what you believe is 
the philosophy of your organization. 
 
Please use the scale below to mark your responses to the left of each item: 
 
   1                             2                            3                        4                           5  
 Strongly Disagree    Disagree        Uncertain              Agree            Strongly Agree 
 
____ 1.   Work should be the primary priority in a person’s life. 
____ 2.   Long hours inside the office are the way to achieving advancement. 
____ 3.   It is best to keep family matters separate from work. 
____ 4.   It is considered taboo to talk about life outside of work. 
____ 5.   Expressing involvement and interest in nonwork matters is viewed as healthy. 
____ 6.   Employees who are highly committed to their personal lives cannot be highly 
               committed to their work.   
____ 7.   Attending to personal needs, such as taking time off for sick children is frowned  
               upon. 
____ 8.   Employees should keep their personal problems at home. 
____ 9.   The way to advance in this company is to keep nonwork matters out of the  
               workplace. 
____ 10. Individuals who take time off to attend to personal matters are not committed to  
               their work. 
____ 11. It is assumed that the most productive employees are those who put their work  
               before their family life. 
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   1                             2                            3                        4                           5  
 Strongly Disagree    Disagree        Uncertain              Agree            Strongly Agree 
 
____ 12. Employees are given ample opportunity to perform both their job and their  
               personal responsibilities well. 
____ 13. Offering employees flexibility in completing their work is viewed as a strategic  
               way of doing business. 
____ 14. The ideal employee is the one who is available 24 hours a day. 
____ 15. Management responds favorably to suggested procedural, administrative, or  
               organizational improvements. 
 
 
Part D:   
Think about your work and family life.  Read each of the following items and rate how 
often the statement describes you. 
 
Please use the scale below to mark your responses to the left of each item: 
 
    1                             2                            3                            4                             5  
        Never               Rarely     Sometimes                Often      Very Often 
 
____ 1.   How often does your job or career interfere with your responsibilities at home,  
               such as yard work, cooking, cleaning, repairs, shopping, paying the bills, or  
               childcare? 
____ 2.   How often does your job or career keep you from spending the amount of time  
               that you would like to spend with your family? 
____ 3.   How often does your job or career interfere with your home life? 
____ 4.   How often does your home-life interfere with your responsibilities at work, such  
               as getting to work on time, accomplishing daily tasks, or working overtime? 
____ 5.   How often does your home-life keep you from spending the amount of time you  
               would like to spend on job or career-related activities? 
____ 6.   How often does your home-life interfere with your job or career? 
____ 7.   When you are at home, how often do you think about work-related problems? 
____ 8.   When you are at home, how often do you think about things you need to  
                accomplish at work? 
____ 9.   When you are at home, how often do you try to arrange, schedule, or perform  
                job-related activities outside of your normal work hours? 
____ 10.  When you are at work, how often do you think about family-related problems? 
____ 11.  When you are at work, how often do you think about things you need to  
                 accomplish at home? 
____ 12.  When you are at work, how often do you try to arrange, schedule, or perform  
                 family-related activities? 
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Part E:   
Please write in the number of hours per week you typically spend in each of the following 
activities during the listed time periods. 
 
 
Activity Customary business 
during the week 
(e.g. Monday – Friday 
8 a.m. to 5 p.m.) 
Before or after 
customary business 
hours during the week 
On the weekend
Employment-related 
tasks 
   
Housework (e.g. 
cooking, cleaning, yard 
work, paying bills) 
   
Dependent care (e.g. 
caring for children, 
elderly relatives) 
   
Other family related 
activities (e.g. time 
with spouse or partner, 
sibling) 
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SECTION 3:  DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
 
Please provide the following information as requested below.  This information will 
remain confidential and will ONLY be used in aggregate form for statistical purposes. 
 
Your Gender:     □  Male     □  Female  Your Age:  _____ 
 
Your Race:        □  Caucasion/White         □  African-American               □  Hispanic 
    □   Asian                    □  American Indian or             □  Other 
                                                                       Alaskan Native   
 
Highest Level of Education Completed:   □  High school degree     □  Bachelor degree 
            □  Some college                 □  Master’s degree 
            □  Associate degree     □  Doctorate degree 
 
Current Employment Status:       □  Part-time □  Full-time 
 
Current Job Description:     □  Staff   □  Middle Management     □  Upper Management 
 
What is your current job title?  ______________________________________________ 
 
How long have you held this title?     _____ years _____ months 
 
How long have you been employed in your present organization? ___ years ___ months 
                                                                             
What is your current annual salary?     $_______________ 
 
Marital status:    □  Not Married      □  Not Married but Living with Partner     □  Married 
   
If married or living with partner, is your spouse/partner employed outside the home full-
time?    □   No      □   Yes 
 
How many children do you currently have living with you at home?  __________ 
 
If applicable, what are the ages of each of the children currently living with you at home?  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Please provide any additional comments that you believe would be helpful. 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
THANKS FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!!! 
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